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PREFACE
The present volume consists of literary texts, like Parts V and XI.

The papyri of Lysias (l606), Hyperides (l607), Aeschines Socraticiis

(1608), and an oration on the cult of a Roman Emperor (I612) belong
to the first of the three large literary finds of the 1905-6 season,

which produced 841-4, &c., and has now been completely published
;

those of Ephorus (leio), a work on literary criticism (I6I1), and
Herodotus (I6I9) belong to the second, which is not yet exhausted.

Most of the other texts were found in the early part of the same
season.

Prof. Hunt's continued absence from Oxford on military duties

has prevented him from taking an active part in the decipherment and
editing of this volume, but he has revised some of the papyri and the

proofs. We are much indebted to Mr. E. Lobel, who has made
numerous suggestions in the reconstruction and interpretation of the

new classical texts, and to Dr. J. V. Bartlet for similar help in regard to

the new theological texts. The assistance on various points afforded

by Mr. T. W. Allen, Profs. J. Burnet, J. B. Bury, and A. E. Housman,
Dr. C. Hude, Mr. H. Stuart Jones, Sir William M. Ramsay, Prof M.
Rostowze\v, and Sir John E. Sandys is acknowledged in connexion

with the individual papyri.

The two sections consisting of Contracts and Private Accounts,

which were omitted from Part XII owing to want of space, are held

over for Part XIV, which will contain non-literary documents and is in

active preparation. We hope to issue it in the course of 191 9, and that

Mr. J. de M. Johnson's edition of the valuable Theocritus papyrus

discovered by him at Antinoe will be issued simultaneously.

BERNARD P. GRENFELL.
Queen's College, Oxford,

September, 91 8.
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NOTE ON THE METHOD OF PUBLICATION AND
LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS

The general method followed in this volume is the same as that in

Parts I-XII. 1604 (Pindar) is printed in dual form, a literal transcript being
accompanied by a reconstruction in modern style. In the other texts the
originals are reproduced except for separation of words, capital initials in proper
names, expansion of abbreviations, and supplements of lacunae. A reconstruction
in modern form of the more complete portions of 1606-7 and 1610-12 is also

given. Additions or corrections by the same hand as the body of the text are in

small thin type, those by a different hand in thick type. Square brackets
[ ] indi-

cate a lacuna, round brackets ( ) the resolution of a symbol or abbreviation,
angular brackets ( > a mistaken omission in the original, braces { } a superfluous
letter or letters, double square brackets

[[ ]] a deletion in the original. Dots
placed within brackets represent the approximate number of letters lost or
deleted ; dots outside brackets indicate mutilated or otherwise illegible letters.

Letters with dots underneath them are to be considered doubtful. Heavy Arabic
numerals refer to the texts of the Oxyrhynchus Papyri in this volume and
Parts I-XII, ordinary numerals to lines, small Roman numerals to columns. In
the case of vellum fragments the terms recto and verso'are usedlwith reference to
the upper and under sides of a leaf, not to the hair-side and flesh-side.

The abbreviations used in referring to papyrological publications are
practically those adopted in the Archiv fiir Papyriisforschiing^ viz. :

—

Archiv = Archiv fiir apyrusforsclmng.
P. Amh. = The Amherst Papyri, Vols. I-II, by B. P. Grenfell and A. S. Hunt.
P. Brit. Mus. = Greek Papyri in the British Museum, Vols. I-V, by Sir F. G.

Kenyon and H. I. Bell.

P. Fay. = Fayum Towns and their Papyri, by B. P. Grenfell, A. S. Hunt, and
D. G. Hogarth.

P. Grenf = Greek Papyri, Series I-II, by B. P. Grenfell and A. S. Hunt.
P. Hibeh = The Hibeh Papyri. Part I, by R. P. Grenfell and A. S. Hunt.
P. Oxy. = The Oxyrhynchus Papyri, Parts I-XII, by B. P. Grenfell and

A. S. Hunt.
P. Ryl. = Catalogue of the Greek [jPapyri in the Rylands Library, Vol. I, by

A. S. Hunt.
P. S. I. = Papiri della Societa Italiana, Vols. I-V, by G. Vitelli and others.



I. THEOLOGICAL FRAGMENTS

1594. New Recension of Tobit xii.

6-2 X 7-5 cm. Late third century. Plate I (recto).

A nearly complete leaf of a diminutive vellum codex, containing Tobit xii,

14-19 in a recension which is not extant. Another fragment of a novel version

of this popular apocryphon (ii. 3-4, 8) vi^as published in 1076, but is later

in date (sixth century) than 1594, which is written in a small neat uncial hand of

an unusually early type, resembling the hands of 656 and 1007 (both Genesis

:

Part iv, Plate ii and Part vii, Plate i). 656 is probably earlier than A. D. 350 and

likely to be somewhat older than 1007 and 1594, being written on papyrus and

having no contractions, whereas in the other two fragments Oeos is contracted

;

but, like 1007, 1594 was probably written in the second half of the third century.

The leaf when complete was nearly square, and of approximately the same size

as P. Ryl. 38 (Part i, Plate v), a fourth-century treatise on : for other

miniature codices of biblical texts cf. 842 and 1010. No punctuation is dis-

cernible, but a diaeresis over an initial apparently occurs on the verso, which

is much damaged and difficult to decipher. There are traces of what may be lines

of ruling in the margin of the recto, which is probably the hair-side.

There are two main Greek recensions of Tobit, one represented by the

Codex Sinaiticus (^), the other by the Cod. Vaticanus (B) and Cod. Alexan-

drinus (A). The recension of N, which is fuller and more picturesque than that

of BA, is tending to be regarded as the earlier. Besides these two there is for

chs. vi. 9-xiii. 8 a third Greek redaction represented by three cursive MSS., and

from vii. 11 supported by the Syriac version, which before that point agrees with

BA. This third recension occupies an intermediate position, being allied to

but less verbose, and is sometimes supported by the Old Latin version, which,

like the Aramaic and earlier Hebrew versions, generally supports ii. The view

put forward in 1076 int., that 1076 belongs to the third Greek recension partially

preserved by the cursives, was adopted in the latest and only fully equipped

edition of Tobit, that of Mr. D. C. Simpson in Charles's Apocrypha and Pseud-

cpigrapha of the O. T. i. 174 sqq. ; cf. Joiirn. of Theol. Stud. xiv. 516 sqq.
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Leaving undecided the question whether the original language of Tobit was

Greek or Semitic, he thinks that the book was composed in Egypt not long before

170 B.C., and that the recension of is the nearest approach to the original,

while that of BA did not reach its present form until about A. D. 180, and the third

recension was later still.

The conditions of the problem are somewhat altered by the discovery

of 1594, which is on the whole much nearer to BA than to ti or the third recen-

sion, here fortunately extant. In vv. 14-17, where the two main recensions

do not greatly differ, 1594 agrees with BA against t^ in the insertion of ck (1. 3),- (I. 3 ;
- ; ^^), (1. 3 5 S-^d. ras^^ ; , ^5), the omission of (1. 8), and

the insertion of (1. la) ; against these can be set only the agreements with

t^ in the form (^ (1. 8), the insertion of in 1. 13{ i^ ; om. BA),

and for BA's on in 1. 9. In vv. 18-19, where the text of i>? is longer than that

of BA and differently arranged, the new fragment agrees with BA in having

(, not (], in 1. 1 5 and in constructing -?$ with

(11. 18-19), whereas ^5 connects the first phrase with the preceding evAoyeiTe

or with an added repetition of it, . Against this must be set the par-

tial agreements between 1594 and i^ as to the verb in 1. 16{ ^':
om.

;
A), and the occurrence in 1594. 20 of e^eiopeire € (cf. Old Latin

videbatis me) corresponding to «'s4 ^. With the peculiar readings of the

third Greek recension 1594 agrees against the other two in respect of the omission

of in 1. 2, and of in 1. 3, the insertion of€ in 1. 9, and the

reading Oeov in 1. 6 (Beou without ^ the cursives ; cf. Dei Old Lat.). But

elsewhere the third Greek recension follows i^ rather than 1594, and is shorter even

than BA in v. 19.

The new recension has also a number of peculiar readings, such as the

constant use of as a connecting particle, where BA vary the monotony by

hi (1. 12 ; om. i^) or^ (1. ; om. ^) or the absence of connexion (1. 19), and

especially the new arrangement of vv. 18-19, which avoids both the obvious

omission in and the redundancy of ^ at this point. On the whole 1594, while

belonging to the BA type of text, is distinctly better. Is this superiority to be

explained as resulting from a revision of the A text in the light of i^, or from the

priority and greater purity of the text illustrated by 1594, of which BA is a later

form ? The second hypothesis seems to us much the more probable for several

reasons. In the first place 1594 is an older MS. than or A. Secondly, the

constant use of in 1594 points to a more archaic text than that of BA.

Thirdly, the text of BA, Avhere in comparison with that of 1594 it is markedly

inferior, as in vv. 15 and 18, seems to have arisen out of the text of 1594,
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not vice versa. In v. 15 the employment of ayto? by BA three times within

the same sentence, referring to different persons in each case, is intolerable,

and the addition of ras^ ; ay'uuv looks like a Christian gloss on^, which is intelligible by itself, while BA's [
S ; 1594 and the third recension) may be the result of a conflation of

readings or of a confusion between and, a contraction of

found e.g. in 1603. 12. In v. 18 1594 has ^' 6tl ttj

rfi^ ^ corresponding to B's rf]

} without a verb, which is supplied by A (add. ).
The phrase 'your God' is very inappropriate in the mouth of an angel, and

it is noticeable that the third recension, which at this point follows BA rather

than t^, ignores . The explanation is probably that had really

nothing to do with ^, but is the survival of '' found in both

1594 and i>?, and that A's is merely a correction inserted to restore

the defective grammar. 1594's phrase ort.. . in place of BA's (on) .

.

.

gives a more literary touch to the passage, and might easily cause difficulty

to some one who did not understand that was to be supplied with', with the result that a simpler construction was substituted. Fourthly,

the result of an attempt to combine the merits of BA and t•^ is partly eK-

tant in the third recension, and though that edition now appears to have

taken into consideration the text represented by 1594 as well as those of ^ and

BA (cf. p. 2), it does not coincide with 1594, and is in fact nearer to ^5 than to

1594 or BA, just like 1076. That fragment on account of its affinity to b^ is still

to be considered as probably a specimen of the missing portion of the third

recension, not as part of the recension illustrated by 1594. We are therefore dis-

posed to regard 1594 as an earlier form of the BA text, which developed out of

1594 partly owing to certain editorial changes, partly owing to corruptions

introduced in the normal course of transmission.

There remains the question whether 1594 or bi more closely represents the

original text of Tobit. Owing to the small size of the fragment it is difficult to

speak with certainty ; but with regard to the characteristics of the A text which

Simpson {Jotirn. ofTheol. Stud. xiv. 527-8) selects as evidence for the later date

of A it is noticeable that (i) 1594 does not tend, like A, to avoid

as a connecting particle, (2) if 1594 is less redundant than in 11. 14-18,

in 11. 19-20 it has a repetition which is absent from b^, and (3) the two

uncommon words in 1594,- and, and the unusual

construction in 11. 14-16 are absent from i^, though as a rule the A text is more

commonplace than that of i^. The t^ text is certainly not conspicuously better

than that of 1594 in these six verses. The addition in t^ of before

2
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in 1. I and the omission of e/c in 1. 3 and € in 1. 9 are

no improvements ; without BA's in 1. 3 and- v/ithout

BA's ^ Trpoaevxas are hardly open to the inferences which Simpson
{op. cit. 531) draws from a comparison of the ' angelology ' ofBA and bi concern-

ing the later character of BA. The use of^ in 1. 6 in place of l<5's

perhaps illustrates the ' tendency to emphasize the transcendental character

of the Godhead ' which according to Simpson {loc. cit.) serves to distinguish BA
from ^^, and^ (1. 19), as he pointed out, came to have a definite

Christian connotation, being found in Acts i. 3 with reference to the appearances

of Christ after the Resurrection. But the word occurs in the LXX and Ptolemaic

papyri, and curious linguistic affinities between Tobit xii. 16-23 and the Gospels

(cf. Simpson's n. ad loc.) are traceable in the text of b? as well as BA, so that the

mere occurrence of- does not prove much. The reading of 1594 in

V. 18 eyo) /z€^' Trj( is defensible against i>5's eyo) €' Trj ?7 ' : but the arrangement of vv. 18-19

as a whole is more satisfactory in t^ ; for^ $ is more appropriate in

conjunction with eiiAoyeire than with, and the repetition . . .€ in ^5 is probably better than the repetition . ..^ in 1594,
which here combines the two verbs found singly in t^ and BA, though whether

t<5's€ is superior to kOewpaTe in 1594, here supported by the Old
Latin, is very doubtful. In 1. 3 (i^) is perhaps preferable to

(1594), the two words being liable to confusion as soon as contractions came
into use (cf. p. 3).

Our conclusion therefore is that, while the recension of ^^ is probably older

than that of A, t^ had before the age of the Antonines, perhaps even from the

earliest times when Tobit was read in Greek, a rival in the shape of the text

to which 1594 belongs. This was largely superseded after A. D. 300 by the

BA recension, which was based on it ; but traces of the influence of the 1594
text are discernible in the Old Latin version, which was made probably
before 300, and the 1594 text remained sufficiently important by the side of the

BA text for it to be used in the compilation of the intermediate text found in the

cursives and 1076, which was designed (in the fourth or fifth century ?) as a com-
promise between the various conflicting versions of the story. The result of the

discovery of 1594 is, we think, to diminish somewhat the superiority in point

of age which can be claimed for the recension of t^ over others, and to increase

the respect due to both BA and the third recension, as being either based upon
or, in the case of the third recension, influenced by an older recension which
is independent of ^5 and may well contain some original elements.
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Recto.

\\ ae . 14

€ 15

eis € •\~\ qt iTfioa^
5 ( So

€
[ejTTi €[ €€ ]9

6

17

[ (]

Verso.€ [ev

Xoyeixe ei? [
15 ^
€ €
€€ [
pas \

2 e^eoupeire ^ [[€ €
line lost

18

19

In place of a collation, we give the new text side by side with the three

extant Greek versions and the Old Latin in full.

1594.

1*

. ^° '^, iXs eK(
?.̂ ^^ -̂
€ €[. ^''\ [ -,] '4•

Oeov €€€ e/y. ^^

€' }€-,̂
'

€€€. ^^

.
^* \^. ^^

//i ', e/y

ray(̂. .^^-- ^
[-) ,. ^"^ ^9 (add

) '̂
/y, ^^€,

(add )• oOev .

^* ^. ^^

€ ', y-
?.

1^ .
^ "^ / 9, €

€€€ /. ^^

& ')(1

€ (&,• ,



6 THE OXYRHYNCHUS PAPYRI? ray €?- ety €€. '^ -
^- . '^? ray- ^ € -

re ot[l\[( . . . pas . . .

. . .

Cursives 44? 1^6, 107.

^* .
^®^ ^, eiy . ^^

knl

€ -
{ . om. 44)• ^^ f«€

9, , '4•
euAoyeTre ^, ^^ €^^ eyco. ^^ € . . .

Old Latin.

^^ tentare te et Sari-am nurum tJiam.

^^ Ego enim sum Raphahel, tiniis de

septem angelis Sanctis qui adsistimus et

conversamur ante claritatem Dei. ^^ Et
conturbati sunt utriqiie et ceciderunt in

faciem et tiinuerunt. ^"^ Et dixit illis

Raphahel: Nolite timere,pax vobiscum,

Deicm benedicite in omni aevo. ^^ Etenim

cum essem vobiscum non mea gratia

eram sed voluntate Dei: ipsi ergo

benedicite, et omnibus diebus decantate

ei. Et videbatis me quia mandu-
cabam . . .

3.€ : this word occurs twice elsewhere in the LXX, Judith xi. 18
and 2 JNIacc. xi. 36 a Se eKpive)( .

I i-i 2. That oTt should be read in 1. 11 before with A is improbable, the line being
long enough without it, and similar words of connexion being avoided elsewhere in the frag-

ment; cf. p. 3. It is just possible that \\ should be read instead of in 1. 12.

13. its: fTTi might be read, but us is regularly used in this phrase in the LXX
and N. T.

15. : is the only alternative to and the vestige of the next letter suits o, but
not e, so that is an unsatisfactory reading, even if it suited the context. The traces of
Ti are slight, but suggest no other appropriate reading, so that on is practically certain ;

cf. int.

20-1. ot[i
I

ov[k (so bi) is very uncertain, but suits the slight traces somewhat better
than Ktt\i

I

ov\k (BA) or\ e|0a[yov.

1595. ECCLESIASTICUS i.

18 X II. 2 cm. Sixth century.

A leaf from a papyrus codex, containing the first nine verses of Ecclesiasticus

in the LXX, written with brown ink in large heavy round uncials of the

type represented by e.g. Schubart, Pap. Grace. BeroL 44a (Iliad xxii), probably
in the sixth century, to which documents found with or near 1595 belong. The
numbering of the pages, if it existed in the position occupied by the numberings



1595. ECCLESIASTICUS I

in e.g. 1598, is not preserved, so that it is uncertain whether this is the first leaf

of the codex or only of a section. The beginnings of verses are marked by fresh

lines which project slightly, and the ends by high stops apparently throughout,

though owing to injuries to the surface these are not always discernible. The
usual contractions for ^eo?,^ (but not in 1. i), and ovpavos occur.

Verse 7^ €€ avrrjs Tts
;

which is generally regarded as a doublet of v. 6, is omitted, as in the chief

uncial MSS. ; but v, 5 i'^iryv -^9 Oeov kv?, -nopeiai^
ivToXal) is retained, as in some cursives and versions (cf. 11. 16-19, n.),

though this too has generally been rejected as a doublet of the preceding

verse; cf. Box-Oesterley in Charles's Apocr. and Pseudepigr. i. 318. The resem-

blance, however, between vv. 4-5 is much less marked than that between vv.

6-7, and since v. 4 ends with ?, v. 5 with, the hypothesis that

the disappearance of v. 5 is an error due to homoioteleuton has, we think,

more to justify it than the view that it is a Pharisaic addition. In other

respects the text of 1595 is not remarkable, the spelling and arrangement

agreeing with t^AC rather than with B. A note at the bottom of the recto

perhaps refers to an omission. This is the first papyrus of Ecclesiasticus.

Verso.

[] \
[/z]er €
[ei]y Tof'
[] 2

5 []9
[]9 ?
[€]'

[]? 9 3

[]»;9

10 [] ^^
[]€•\ € 4

[]'
[]?

15 <^^ ^i 9'
[] ? 5

Recto.

€v'
[? ev['

2 ? [•[? ? €['
€1? €? [.

2 5 ?'
[](? € [

[•
?? €€[ ?

eiSiv ^^[
3 ^

^^^[ €€ [•
[[ciravcu .]]
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9-10. KOi: om. Syriac and Latin versions.

16-19. This verse (5), omitted by the uncial MSS., is found in cursive 248 and others

and in the Syro-Hexaplar, Latin, and Sahidic versions ; cf. int.

2 2.^ : SO i^AC ; .
23—4. Between these lines several cursives (not 248), the Syro-Hexaplar, Latin, and

Sahidic versions insert verse 7 . ; cf. int.

24. : this word, though found in the Greek MSS., is omitted by Box-Oesterley,

/. c, following the versions. In place of 11. 24-5 the Syriac and Arabic versions have ' One
(there is) who hath dominion over all her treasures '.

28. K?: alone of the Greek MSS. assigns this Avord to the previous verse. That, the reading of the MSS., was added at the end of the line is not quite certain, though
without it the line would be rather short ; cf. 1. 33, n.

29. ei8fv: soi^C; ; BA.

33. Whether this line, which was written in uncials by a different hand in darker ink

but intentionally obliterated, has any connexion with the main text is uncertain. The
readings of all the letters except the first four are very doubtful, and there are several

ink smudges on both sides of the papyrus which seem to be accidental. If is right,

the reference is perhaps to an omission by the first hand, i.e. of in 1. 28 rather than

avTov in ]. 32.

1596. St. John's Gospel vi.

IO-7X5-2 cm. Fourth century.

A fragment from the lower part of a leaf of a papyrus codex of St.

John's Gospel, containing vi. 8-12 and 17-32, but vi^ith the loss of slightly-

more than half the lines. It was found together with third-fourth century

documents, and probably belongs to the early or middle part of the fourth

century, the script being a medium-sized semiuncial. {) is the only

contraction, and one high stop occurs (1. 41) ;
pauses are indicated by a slight

space in 1. 46, and probably by a larger space in the lacuna in 1. 49. The
papyrus, though hardly so old as 208 (parts of i and xx) and 1228 (xv. 25-

xvi. 31) and not very correctly spelled, is interesting on account of its early

date, being probably older than 847 (ii. 11-22 on vellum). The text is eclectic

in places (e. g. 1. 22), as often happens in early Biblical MSS., but tends,

like 847, to support rather than ^, to which 208 and to a less degree 1228

incline, or A. There are 8 agreements with in the 10 places where and

i^"^ dififer, and in only i out of 5 places, where A differs from both i^ and B, does

1596 apparently support A (1. 21, n.). A new order of words seems to

occur in a passage where all three of the chief MSS. differ (11. 40-1, n.).

Recto.

14 lines lost

15 [avTOV AvSpeas ^ Sc]vo9[ vi. 8[ € oy ^]€ nevre aprovs [ g



1596. ST. JOHN'S GOSPEL VI

20

25

[Bivovs ] 6[?[ nirev Is]€ ^
[€€ 5e \] ev [
[aveneaav ] [
[<€ €])(€ [[ ]^ €5([

[k€V ] e[K[ ][€€] Xeyei [

Verso.

13 lines lost[ €\ [ €
4 [] €y[e]y[oi'ei

[€]€ • re 6[ ^
[] €€[€^

[€
[\ €[

45 € [
[Xeyei €€ ([

€ ([ iyeveTO

€ € [ €
5 ([^[ € € ev

17

18

19

20

21

16-18. The restorations of these lines, based on t^ and B, are quite long enough, even

allowing for the slope of the column towards the left, which is noticeable on the verso.

Hence it is very improbable that 1596 agreed with A and many later MSS. in adding

ev after in 1. 1 6 and Be after emev in 1. 18.

19. ''^ ttoXvs : SO nearly all MSS. ; .
2. ] avSpes : this, the reading of i^B &c., suits the space better than ovp

01 {) apBpes (A &c.). Some MSS. omit ovu or 01, and 1596 may have had

01(^\ avdpes, omitting ovu.

2 1. [€ (A and most MSS.) suits the length of the lacuna better than (i^B).

: 1. €(.
ov[v : so ^"icABD and some others ; Se t^* &c.

22.: : SO AB and most MSS. ; ^ &C.
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[( : SO i^D and some others ; AB and most MSS.
23. •. so l^AB and most MSS. ; 8( D &c.

40. [(flat 8 ey\f'\y[ov(i : SO AB and mOSt MSS. ; 8f avtovs ^5D.

40—1. wpos avTovs \€]( {) : /. (';.) . i<5 ; ,
(. {.) ; (\\. . \{.) . There is not room for here.

41. Tc. so most MSS. ; Se D &c.

42. 8i.eyei\peT0 : SO &C. ; 8{^ &C.

43. : SO ^B and most MSS. ; € AD &c. ; om. a few MSS.8 : SO i^a ^el bAB and moSt MSS. ; i^*O.

43-4. (\] : the supplement in 1. 43 is rather long; and possibly \]
occurred, though no such variant is known here. Before {) the MSS. insert , but

there is certainly not room for []/ here.

46. Se : so all Greek MSS. except i«i, which has .
4. : 1..
49• (TTL : so <5<= and most MSS. ; em ^* &c.[ : so all MSS. except t^*, which has. That reading is possible here,

for the supplement (13 letters) is 3 or 4 letters shorter than would be expected, but there

may well have been a considerable space before , which begins a new section.

51. t8fv : so i^D &c. {eiSfv) ; ei8ov AB &c. ; 8 some MSS.

1597. Acts of the Apostles xxvi.

5-7 X 2-8 cm. Late third or fourth century.

Plate I (verso).

This scrap from the bottom of a leaf of a papyrus codex is tantalizing,

for it belongs to an abnormal recension of Acts. The script is a good-sized,

somewhat irregular uncial, which is certainly not later than the fourth century

and may belong to the latter part of the third. has the middle brought

down below the side strokes ; the top stroke of is curved and the middle

of CO is slurred. 0eos is contracted, as usual. Whether stops were employed

is uncertain. All that survives is 7-10 letters from the beginnings or ends of

10 fairly long lines which covered xxvi. 7-8 and 20, and the reconstructions

of the lacunae are in several places doubtful ; but enough remains to show

that the text presented many novelties. In ch. xxvi D (Codex Bezae), the

principal rival of the current text, is defective ; but in 11. 3 and 8 there are strong

indications of agreements between 1597 and some of the variants presei-ved in

Old Latin MSS., so that the fragment seems to represent a very ancient Greek

text akin to the 'Western', apparently avoiding some of the difficulties of

construction and sense presented by the current text in this chapter. That

a piece of the ' Western ' text of Acts should make its appearance in Egypt

is an interesting circumstance, but perhaps not very surprising. The reading

of D in Matt. iii. 16-17 occurred in the Oxyrhynchus Irenaeus fragment (405;



1597. ACTS OF THE APOSTLES XXVI ii

Part iv, pp. 264-5), and in other papyrus or vellum fragments of Acts from

Egypt occasional agreements with D are found (in P. Amh. 8 at ii. 13, and in

von Soden's ^ at iv. 3a).

Verso. Plate i.

TO €[}/ €v €€ 7[ ^ Xarpevei ev ?[ ?€[ ei ? 8

? €[9 €€€

Recto.

[€9 ] rots' ([ 2[ re ] [
[ 9 ^^]^

[\^€ €€ €]
[

[^ ?? €] [

— 3. The ordinary Greek text is eV eKT€v[e)ia Xurpeiov.
{- )• irefH fXnibos-, but Cod. Gigas (13th Cent.) which has instanter node ac

die deseruiunt in spe peruenire, de qua spe nunc accusor in place of the usual node ac die

deseruienies sperant deuenire, de qua spe accusor, seems to be based on a Greek text closely

allied to 1597. eXmbi in 1. 3 makes a verb, not a participle, necessary in 1. 2 ; but whether

iv should be inserted at the end of 1. 2 is doubtful, for it produces 20 letters in the lacuna,

whereas in 1. i there are only 16 in the corresponding space. Line i is, however, very short

compared with the lines on the recto, and possibly a dittography or unknown variant

occurred in the lost part of it. If so, there was no appreciable difference in the length of

the lines on the two sides of the leaf, and not only is there plenty of room for Xarpevei ev in

1. 2, but, for the omission of which there is no parallel, can be restored instead of vw

in 1. 3, and inserted in 1. 4 (cf n.). But on the whole we prefer on account of

1. I to suppose that the lines on the verso are somewhat shorter than those on the recto.

4. After, before which many cursives insert, most Greek MSS. except A
insert ; but Cod. Gigas omits rex, and there may well have been a blank space before

V. 8. There is no room for here without creating a great difficulty in the restora-

tion of 1. I ; cf the preceding n. How 1597's recension of v. 8 was arranged is not clear.

The Greek MSS. all have .', fl 6 (6 vfKpovs eye'ipei, which is repro-

duced in the Latin, and the omission oi^a line containing . . . is an easy hypothesis. But

in view of the other new readings in 1597 the passage may represent a genuinely different

recension of a verse which comes into the context somewhat abruptly, and which Nestle

wished to place after v. 23.

6. Verses 9-19, which are missing at the top of the recto, would occupy 33 or

34 Hues corresponding to 11. 6-10, if the text was approximately as long as the ordinary

one ; but 1597 seems to be somewhat shorter than usual.

7. The restorations of 11. 9-10, which are practically certain, favour the insertion here
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of either re before with i*5AB (but not traceable in the Old Latin) or cr before ^]-
/ioif with A, but not of both.\

I

: this restoration, though implying a new variant, suits the presumable

length of the lacuna in 1. 8 (if tois is retained) much better than\
|
,

which would have the support of in omnem regionem iudeis, the reading of the Cod.

Colbertinus (13th cent.) and a corrector of the Cod. Perpinianus (13th cent.). t^BA have

€ :, which is retained by Tischendorf in spite of the difficulty

caused by the unexplained accusative, in later MSS. governed by an inserted €is (so von

Soden). That 1597, which was shorter here than the current text, had [ |
ets] and omitted edveaiv is possible, but less likely.

8. f : -^ (^) is the best attested reading, and the numerous variants

are all compounds of ayyeWdv in some form. The Old Latin MSS. have adnuntiare

in some form, except the Floriacensis (6th-7th cent.) which has praedicaui, apparently

representing€.
g. 6{eo)v : . some cursives, &c. (including von Soden's chief ' Pamphilus

'

group); cf. xiv. 15.

1598. I Thessalonians iv—II Thessalonians i.

Fr. 4 8-8 6•2 cm. Late third or fourth century.

Parts of two consecutive leaves and an unidentified scrap of a papyrus

codex, containing I Thess. iv. 12-II Thess. i. 2 with considerable lacunae. The
script is a large heavy round uncial of the early biblical type, not so formal and

calligraphic as e. g. 1166 (Part ix, Plate i), but, like 406, probably of the late

third rather than the fourth century. The usual contractions of ^«09, ?,
Kvpio'i,, and? occur. No stops are actually found, but a >-shaped sign

is used for filling up short lines. The numbers of the pages, which are twice

preserved (pp. 207-8), suggest that the book was a collection of St. Paul's

Epistles, and it is noteworthy that the usual order of these from Romans to

I Thess. would exactly account for the preceding 206 pages.

The text is interesting, being, as often, eclectic in character. It agrees with

four times against hiA, once with A against b5, twice with t«^A against B, once with

hi against BA. In 11. 60, 77, and 109 the papyrus clearly presented a longer text

than any of the MSS., but in no case is the addition preserved, though fairly

probable conjectures can be made. In 1. 70 the papyrus is shorter than the MSS.
The unidentified fragment does not agree with the ordinary text of any passage

in either of these two Epistles. A seventh-century vellum fragment of I Thess. iii.

6-9, iv. 2-5 has been published by Wessely {Stud, ztir Palaeogr. xii. 192).

Frs. 1 + 2 recto. Frs. 1 + 2 verso.

[xpeitti/ €£ OeXo I. iv. 13 [ €\€ €] . 3

€ [ 9 ayvonv 35 [^^ '^^^ ]
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3 [0°]' \F^P'- "^^^(.
15 lines lost

o[l iv iv.

20\ 6

7€[ €9
0C €[\[€9[
€ fe0eAa[iy eii

25 - ei? [aepa

\^
7 lines lost

17 lines lost[8€] €[ . 8

1 6 [ ][
17 55 [^ ]

[ g[ eOero ] ? [[ eiy ]€[][ ][ ] €
6 [ ? ] €[ ]

iS 6 lines lost

Frs. 3+4 verso.

[ ][ ][]€ . 1 2[ cv ][] 13

7[ e]<

[ ] ([^
[] ([€€]€ ev[][€ 14[]

75 [a]r?['<^]rMPF ^[<^\[]€[][ €€€ [\€[ €v ?€[€€ [
8 [€ [ .

€ €[ €[, ^. 1 6^, 17

85 €v[ 1 8

8 lines lost

Frs. 3+4 recto.

[€[ , 2 6

05 ^^ ev[ 27[[€[ ? 28

[ €[
[ €]€[][ €]([][ ^][] . i.

115[ €][ €][ ][ ] 2

1 8 lines lost
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Fr. 5 (middle of a column).

Verso. Recto.

137 ][ ][ 44 . .] ^[

140 ];ca[

1-2.: so^ and most MSS. ; some cursives, versions, and citations.

22. ot \\'^( : SO most MSS. ; om. FG &c.

25. () : so ^^AB and most MSS. ; some others have .
26. : so^ &C. ; 61/ .
35• '^"l''

• i^he 6 is not usually elided here.

56. ^(eo)s]: SO with SOme cursives; {€) ^ &c.

59• [^= so 3.nd the Aethiopic version; for i^ , the ordinary reading, there

is not room.
vnep : SO ^^cAD and most others ; nepi ^^*B.

59-60.\ } iv\a: om./ MSS. No variant CXCept ypjjyopou/xei/ for yp?;yopQ)-

pev is known at this point, but the traces of letters in 1. 60 are irreconcilable with the ordinary

readings, ne being nearly certain, though the other vesdges are inconclusive.

67. 7][][! : SO ^A, this being a common Egyptian form of the usual. The reading is not quite certain, but suits the vestiges better than 7][]-[, which seems to be the only alternative.

69. : SO ^^AB and most MSS. ; FG.
70. e]^ : vnepeKwepiaaov ^A and moSt MSS. ; (((. BD*FG. In iii.

10 and Eph. iii. 20 there is no variant for vneptKnepiaaov, but in Mark xiv. 31 b^BCD &c.

read( in place of en^.
71. The supposed traces oi ([p]yov are very doubtful, but no variant is known.

72.; SO t^O* &C. ; eavTOis ABD° &C.

77. [^]6['' ev ? : SO Bartlct ; the MSS. have nothing between and,
82. : SO ^^cB &c. ; om. 5^*AD &c.

104. : so BD* &c. ; om. ^^ADc and most other IMSS.

106.( (ABD* &c.) suits the space better than (^<Db and most others).

109. ^? :? t«i*BD &C. ; ayioig ^•^''A &C.

111. After[ the papyrus may have had vith t^A &c.

112. The title agrees with $^B* ; other MSS. add or or(.
113. The title agrees with ^5AB ; other MSS. prefix.
114. 2tX]ouaiO[y] : SO t>5AB &c. ; some MSS. have..
117. ?()];() : £0 ^?AB &c. ; {) \{) D and some others.

144. This line corresponds in position to 1. 143, the upper part of the recto being lost.

The first contraction was presumably some case of? or, but 1. 144 cannot be

combined with 1. 117.
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1599. Hermas, Pastor, Sim. viii.

24-5 X 19-8 cm. Fourth century.

A complete leaf of a papyrus codex containing Sim. viii. 6. 4-8. 3 of the

Shepherd of Hermas, this being the eighth Greek fragment of that popular

work which has been obtained from Egypt, besides a few Coptic fragments
;

cf. 1172. int. and Berl. Klassikertexte, vi, p. 16. The two pages are numbered
and 73, the columns being slightly longer than those in 1172, where Sim. ii

occupies pp. 70-1. The script of the major portion is a medium-sized upright

semiuncial with a tendency to exaggerate the last stroke of a, , and . Some-
thing seems to have gone wrong with the verso, where the original writing has

been obliterated in 11. ^-6 and from 7 onwards, and a larger and less practised

hand, which imitates the style of the first, takes its place up to the end of the page.

The leaf was found with dated third-century documents, but the writing hardly

suggests so early a date, and it more probably belongs to the fourth century, like

1172, than to the last quarter of the third. 0eo? and are contracted, as

usual. Pauses are indicated by high stops and blank spaces. An apostrophe is

sometimes used to mark elision or divide double consonants.

The text is not very good, being prone to omissions, especially owing to

homoioteleuton, as in 11. 19-ao, 35, 37, 40-1 ; cf. 11. 3, 9, 18, 32, 24, 32, '>^'3,,

41, 45, where 1599 is in nearly all cases clearly wrong. Other slips occur,

e. g. in 1. 29. But naturally the difference of nine centuries between the dates

of 1599 and the Codex Athous, which for this part of the Shepherd is the

sole Greek authority, expresses itself by a number of improvements in the

older text. In five places (11. 9, ao, 31, 37, 54) it supports one or

both of the Latin versions against the Athous, which in 1. 54 had corrupted

to, as discerned by Hilgenfeld. Of the other variants the most

noteworthy occur in 11. 3-4, 5, 11, 25, 38, 42, 46, 48, 50, ^6. Most of these

are probably right ; that in 11. 3-4 is apparently supported by the Aethiopic

version. There are, as usual in Hermas papyri, several changes in the order

of words (11. 6, 30, 44, 47, 49, 52), where the evidence of the older witness is

generally the more credible ; cf. 1172. int.

The collation with the text of the Codex Athous (ca) is based on Lake's

transcript in Facsimile of the A thos fragments of the Shepherd of Hermas, which

supersedes Simonides's transcript used by Gebhardt-Harnack and the imperfect

collation of Georgandas. The information as to the Latin Vulgate and Palatine

versions (L^ and L^) and Aethiopic version (A) is obtained from Gebhardt-

Harnack's and Hilgenfeld's editions. A new edition of the Shepherd is much to

be desired.
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Verso.

[[7'9/9^'?^]] ^ C^^ €[] viii. 6. 4

Se ^ ivP^^ '^"^? €€[€] 5' €9 \piS\ayas

€€€5 eTepas• €€[]
5 ' (2nd hand) /[[^

1st hand (2nd h.) ? a(ist h.)o (2nd h.)^^
^^ '^ 6

e| ^ €(^ [] eTt^^ )(^^ 6[]
€[€\' eyei'ero €[' ^ € []

15 ^
et^ei/ €^ ([ 7. ^

€v ^ nyov ^ [.[\^ [

2^ €€ €[€
€v (.• ^ [€ ^ €[^ e| €[€' ^ ev €[

25 e^ €€[ 3€ € ^
^[]•

Recto.

1st hand [ ]€ €€ 4

3 [•)(^\ €)(^
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•\\ ^yivovTO e)(oi/Tey 5e ev

'[]5 irepi ^ Solas'

TravTes eiaiu eu '9' 5?
35 ovTi9€ eavTov^ ^^

Tayy eyej/ero ety

eav Se ? ^
€iy 8[\ '^^ 6

4 eaTiv Tas €9
9^ Se ^ ^?€ €^ €[]9 avSpos ev tois Se^

€v 8e ^ '
45 §€ 8.€€€ '€

[]€ €€ 2

5 €€
[ety] ety reXoy^
[>][ ]' ^^
[]

55 [^ e| 3

€^^ cav

. : SO ca and L^ ; L^ adds ergo, A igUur. The termination of the word

following is very uncertain ; but, though the obliteration might be accidental

instead of intentional, toivw does not seem long enough.

3. ' eyyvs . e-yyif' yap ca, supported by L L and A.

3-4. [](€ erepas : . . ca. pravas in \}\} perhaps implies

a different adjective, but A's duplicem {docirinani) seems to support crtpas, for which

cf. Gal. '\\ 6 erepoj/ evayyi\iov. The Gnostics are supposed to be meant.

5. /[[]] : or poSsibly\.: om. ca, L'L^.^ : ca
J

cf. 1. 9, where the accusative in -fs recurs, and Jannaris,

H/sL Gr. Gram. p. 120.

C
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6.^ : ca in accordance with the other participles.

avTovs(( : . ca.

7. (( : SO ca and L^ {detinentes) ; detinebant U ; seducunt A.

9. e| avT(uv : noiCKov'i e|. ca with L \-?.

(€(5 '. ( ca ; cf. 1. 5» f••

ore : Ca.? : SO L'L' {perhiUsti) ; ca ; mmiiaiiim est A. Editors prefer ^?.
Cf. the passage immediately preceding 1. i, where ca has(, but L' implies.
.( : ca ; cf. 11. 26-7 and Jannaris, qp. cit. p. 555.

II. €•. ca ; egerini (v.l. egeruni) L'L^.( is probably

due to a reminiscence of 1. 10.

: ca ; Vi/a?ii L^L^.

12—3. aya^loli eyffliOi/To* ; om. L .

16. fixev: exeica; zwiiif (z'/'/i7;«) L^L^.

18. 7[ : \ ca ; i/if (/) ve7O L^L"^.

19-20. m /3[1 8. ( : 8 (1.)8 elaiV ovTe yap €. €(5 \ iv ,
\8\ ( ca, the omissions in 1599 being mostly due to homoiote-

leuton ; cf. int. The archetype of 1599 may well have already lost , which is

omitted by and A {tanhimmodo L^).

20. •>]8((. : et mmquain L'L-A ; - ca. Gebh.-Harn. ; but

is superfluous.

22. : \ ca ; e/ {/it's) quidem L' ; 7iain d \?.

23. /?; : om. ca, L'L-.

24. en eartv er%6[/ : en,, iv avTo'is . Ca.

25. ovv: \ ca
;

qiiiciiiiqtie vero \}
;
quicunque enivi U.

(€^\ :. els . 8e€ ca. Cf. 11. 1 9— 20, .
26.^ :- ca. Cf. 1. , . The supposed stop may be part of the of[ in 1. 25.

27. 01 € : SO L•^ qin Vcro 71011 egerint ; be oh

ca. Cf. 11. 10, 19-20, and 29, nn.

29. [ : ot ca. Cf. 1. 27 where the papyrus has ot for.
30. : ca.

31. 8e: om. ca; hut sed'L^U.

32. : 1. ^^. ca with L^ {digJiUate quadani) ; L^ omits quadam. Cf.

1. 41, n.

33. ev: add( Trepl ca, w^hich edd. emend by inserting after

U habeul iiiter se aeinidaiionem de principatu and \} de principatu cerianiur.

35. : ca.

37. : ?,o 'UL? {eorum) ; om ca.

:} ca ; redierit DL". In classical authors the passive was used in this

sense ; but cf. Matt. xii. 44 ei's .
38.: ca ; expelktiir L'L", is not attested, but

seems not unlikely here; cf. 1. 47 . and are often very similar

in cursive hands from the second century onwards.

40-1. () : . {).' ca with L^
;

{vi7a enini) eortan qui custodiunt ?nandata domiiii

in mandaiis consistii L^ may be a mistake for , but occurs

in 1. 43.
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41*. |; : fio|rjf Tivos ca with UL^
42. 7[];'/ : ca ; humiUtatem animae L^ ; animi hmnil. L'•'.!(>\ occurs several times in the N. T. and i Clem, and in the Shepherd twice,

Vis. iii. 10. 6, Sim. v. 3. 7 ; but for^ Stephanus only quotes Tertullian. 1599
is likely to be right.

43. fv Tois 8f ToiovTois : iv Tois TOiovrois ca. L^ has for 11. 42-3 per patietitiam . . .

viiam homines consequentur.

44. ey 8e rois : eV rots ca. ff ? haS been corrected.;( edd.

45. he 7€8» : ? ca, rightly.

: . € \. . . ca ; UL" invert viride and aridum.

46. avTV)V\ €V 7€ C2i ; 7iegOiiationibus {ilivolutl^ J-}\J^.

47. rots ayiOK ^ : . Tois ay. ca.

48. aneOnvev: ' ca ; dimidium mortiium est\} \
diiuidiae

morhiae siinl 1?.

49. (\: evT, ca.

50. : ca j UL•^ om. ^.
52. ras-^\ y\ap : yap .. ca.

54• [aJuT-ov Hilgenfeld's conjecture for the meaningless Xotrroi' of ca is confirmed ;
cf.

e/ cum abnegaverunt L\ eumque abneg. \}.

56. : om. ca ; adhuc el his est regressiis qui si cito . . . L\• qiiibus adhuc per celerem

poaiitentiam regressio esi L*.

1600. Treatise on the Passion.

2 2-5 X 7-8 cm. Fifth century.

This and the next three fragments (1601-3) all come from works which

do not seem to be extant, though in the absence of an adequate patristic lexicon,

except for the Apostolic Fathers and Apologists, this is not quite certain.

None of them is likely to have been composed before the third or fourth

century. 1600, which is most of a leaf from a papyrus codex, contains part

of a treatise on the Passion as foreshadowed in the Old Testament by

various types such as Abel, Joseph, and Moses, and being therefore at once

both old and new ; illustrations from Deuteronomy and the Psalms are

quoted. The verso clearly follows the recto, with an interval of perhaps not

more than a single line at the top. The script is a good-sized round uncial

of a formal type. The mound in which 1600 was found produced mainly

fifth-century documents, and that century rather than the sixth is likely to

be the date of the papyrus. The customary contractions for ^eos, Kvpios, and? occur. Pauses are indicated sometimes by high stops or blank spaces,

but the employment of them is irregular. There are a few marginal corrections

in a similar but not identical hand. On both sides of the papyrus the surface is

much damaged in places. The restorations are largely due to Dr. Bartlet, who

suggests that 1600 may come from Hippolytus, Uphs'?.
C 2
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Recto. Verso.

xlw/^* ^^ •

1 • [•] TTlO'T^OOi

. . el<

. . . .] 8
]9 €

. . . .]€' 8e

?]€
61' ?] ^' €
€€][ .]

lay\ ']] [€]'[ ],[ \
^\\ rol [
\pLOu^ € [

1.5 [ ] [

[5e] €\
[]€\ €9 jyj'O^

[] ?
[€ ?]9 ei «£[

2 [€£ ] [

[']'^ [?
[eiy ]'' €
[]€ €?

[ ..]... ?
25 [ ] • •

[? ]•
[]9
[] €£? ^
[]? €€\[€

3 [] [9 . . . . €
€is [9??? [?? <5e

€1? er[ ?
35 [•)([[? ?

[]?
[

[])? [? ?

4 [ ] [
. . . . . [^?([
€€ [>€€[

45 ^ [? [?€[€ ei?

[(
([]€ ^^^[

5 €€[
€?

? ? .[€?
^[
[

55 , . • f[

6 . $ coy [?

[( • • • [

Fr. 2 recto.

6 ] • .
[
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' Thus the Passion of the Lord which was (foreknown) for a long time and revealed by

a pattern, to-day finds itself fulfilled in us . . . new which was thought old. For the mystery of

the Lord is new and old, old in respect of the law, but new in respect of grace. But if thou

wilt consider the pattern, thou wilt see that it is new by the giving (?) of God. If then thou

wishest to know the mystery of the Lord, consider Abel who was killed through his brother

;

. . . who was likewise . .
. ; Joseph who was likewise sold ; IMoses who was likewise exposed

;

. . . who was likewise . . . ; the others who likewise sufiered evil things. And consider also

him who in Isaiah was slain as a sheep, who (was ?) struck . . . and saved (many). Concern-

ing the blood . . . the mystery of the Lord is (revealed) through prophetic writing. For Moses
prophesied "And ye shall see your life hanging before your eyes night and day, and ye

shall have no assurance of your life ". And David said " Why did the nations rage and
the peoples imagine vain things ? The kings of the earth set themselves and the rulers

took counsel together against the Lord and against his anointed ", Whom . . . they

considered as a lamb led to the slaughter . .
.'

8-9.\( or would be expected, but hardly fills up 1. 9, which

is shorter than the rest and perhaps ends a sentence.

1 7. : the reading is very doubtful ; but neither nor 70 is satis-

factory, and cf. 1. 6. It is not quite certain that a fragment containing the supposed

of TVTzov, in 1. 18, and the top of the of /3 and ea[ in 1. 19 is rightly placed here.

19. The marginal note apparently corrects et to iav, may have been

written in the margin below « or at the beginning of 1. 20, or possibly «
|
[]|[

should be restored at the ends of 11. 19-21. [ is, however, preferable in 1. 21 ; cf. n.

21. There is a space between and [, which perhaps belongs to a marginal

addition beginning in 1. 19; cf. n. [€ is not wanted, being the apodosis of ei[ (but cf. 1. 33, where there is room for ) ; and [ is more likely.

22. The readings after A/3eX are very uncertain, but
\

[]€ does

not suit the vestiges.

24—5. fis[\ [ ]?€ is unsuitable, though doCS

not suggest an appropriate word.

32-3. 7\: cf. 1599. 5, n.

34—5. Cf. Isa. liii. 7 is eVt and 11. 56~7•

36.\ : would be expected.

43-8. A loose quotation of Deut. XXviii. 66 '4, , ] ,
49-55 = Psalm . .
56-8. Cf. Psalm xliii. 22 and 11. 34""5) "•

59 -6. This unplaced fragment, being blank on the verso, presumably came near the

ends of lines ; but at the ends of 11. 13-15 there is apparently nothing lost. It is not clear

which way up it is to be read.

1601. Homily on Spiritual Warfare.

i2'7 X IO-2 cm. Late fourth or fifth century.

The lower part of a leaf of a papyrus codex containing a homily of some

kind on the warfare of the soul, largely concerned with Joel i. 6 (11. a sqq.) and 8

(11. 23-8), but also referring to Hosea iii. 3 (11. 29-30) and perhaps the Pentateuch
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(1. 32). For much of the reconstruction we are indebted to Dr. Bartlet. The

script is a medium-sized semiuncial of the late fourth or fifth century, with

occasional high stops and the usual contractions of ^eos and probably Kvpios, but

not of utos. Abbreviations are found on the recto, which probably followed

the verso, and these perhaps occurred at the ends of lines of the verso also.

Brown ink was employed.

Verso.

[ ]<«/^!L^

[.jcu^Cf [oTL iOvos^
em [

•\//^[

5 )( [ ? (9) ?^ [€[ €(\ ? -(
\ avev€[
€[€
[Se

[] oSovTes €[9 avTL

[8l\ko? [? wepinaTei

15 [^].'77<»' [

Recto.

]r«i •] . . . . [.

]€
]
] <5e

1 076/3 ev

]9 ^'^] €
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\' (5)
25 Ajeyet €

To]vs StKaiovs rovs €v

] ^ Se

] ^{)
]u €€(€, •{)[)

3 07] €7 e/zoi ^^^)
] . [. . .] .{ ) OTL {) ^

] . 9 eau

€]( ) e| €{9)
]{ ) ? €{ )

2-1 5• '
. . . because " a nation is come up on the land of the Lord in strength ". By

" land " he means the souls of the holy, and the soul of the son of destruction by the " nation
"

of the powers of this world ; and our wrestling is spiritual. And it " is come up being strong
and without numbers ", of which the fourth . . , ; for on this account it has been called

numberless. Of this nation " the teeth are those of a lion " because your adversary
the Devil walketh about seeking to devour . .

.'

I. ]€[': the first and third letters might be o, and the same applies to] in 1. 2.

2—3. Cf. Joel i. 6 OTi eSvos eVi \,
obovres^ .
6. of has been corrected.

7—8. Cf. Eph. vi. 12 OTi oiiK eariv , . . . iivev-.
13—15• Cf. Peter . 8 , > Xewv,].
1 8. : Kepavvnvv is known, but apparently not.
23—4. Cf. Joel i. 8 € 4\. There is not room here for^^^, unless it was contracted, and certainly

not for as well, so that the quotation was probably not verbal ; cf. 11. 2-3 and
29-30, nn.

29—30. Cf. HOS. iii. 3 \ , ) en' , \
. . .

1602. Homily Monks.

1 2-5 •8 cm. Late fourth or fifth century.

A leaf of a vellum codex containing apparently the beginning of a sec-

tion of a homily to ascetics on the spiritual warfare as illustrated by the

history of Israel. The vellum is stained and shrivelled in places, rendering

the decipherment sometimes difificult, especially on the verso (the flesh-side ?),

where the ink is fainter ; and we are indebted to suggestions of Dr. Bartlet
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for several readings. The script is a good-sized uncial of the early biblical type,

not quite as old as 406 (Part iii, Plate i) or 849 (Part vi, Plate i), but pro-

bably of the late fourth century rather than the fifth. is written small and

the middle of CO is slurred, as in 1597 (Plate i). Stops are freely employed,

these being generally in the middle position, but double dots and a mark like an

apostrophe are also used. A breathing is inserted in 1. 4. ^eoj,/?,,
KvpLOi,', and? are contracted. Some remarkable expressions occur

in 11. 33-7.

Recto.

•
/ciy e<c ^jeLpo^

eppvaaro -
h 79 €

5 € :

€ ^9 €
€ •

/2 [^ '\€
- . ^[ ]- €€ 9€• eri eScoKev9 e/c 9 '
09€€9• uVera^e

15 ??•
ev e

^^
Trapeayev : ewt?? (^-

2

Verso.

oiTive?

(^)

€?
€?

2 5 •'
Te? ??
? \]^? €[] ?
?, •

30 €[] •
[]€ €?
€? []€? •€

35 ?€ •

<1]? ? €•€€̂? € e

40^ ....

' Soldiers of Christ, hear how often God delivered Israel from the hand of the lawless,

and while they kept the things pertaining to the Lord He did not withdraw from them—for

He saved Israel from the hand of Pharaoh the lawless, and from Og, a more unholy king,

and from Arad with the men of other nations, and when they kept the things pertaining

to God He still gave to them from the fruit of strength, having promised to them the

land of Canaan, and He subjected to them the men of other nations—and again how
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He supplied them in the desert and waterless place, and in addition He sent forth prophets

to herald our Lord Christ Jesus, men who receiving in order and lot and due portion

the spirit of Christ and suffering ills from the people were put to death. They were

destroyed because they departed from the living Spirit after their own lawlessness ; they lost

the eternal inheritance. And now, brethren, remain conquerors. Remain until having

endured we attain the approach unto the Lord, and receive as innate and a shield

of well-pleasing Christ Jesus, Him who planted Himself for our sakes on earth so as He is

;

and accept the Avord, because a spirit of power in the last time . .
.'

4. : this form of the imperfect was introduced in the second century b. c ; cf.

INIayser, Graimnatik d. grt'ech. Pap. aus d. Piolemaerzeii, p. 323.

9. €\ '\ : is a Jcwish month, not a proper name, and seems

to be corrupt, probably for the Canaanite (Numb. xxi. 1-3).

1 2. : a phrase apparently meaning ' spoil '.

17. has dots above it; cf. 1. 37.

23. The correction (if the supposed vestige of above the line is really ink) may be by
the first hand.

25. : the subject reverts to in 1. 15, i, e. the Jews.

32—5. We have not been able to find a parallel for the expressions in these lines.

36. is used transitively, as if it were. The traces suit very well.

Cf. for in two British Museum Greek inscriptions, nos. 1004 and 1074, discussed

b}' J. A. R. INIunro in Class. Rev. 191 7. 142.

3 7• yj' ' the dots above indicating deletion are clear, but the scribe does not seem
to have also placed dots over -. He (or the preacher) apparently meant ^v .
cannot be read instead. For as equivalent to human nature Bartlet compares Barn. vi. 9(.

38.: i.e. the preacher's discourse probably, rather than the Gospel.

1603. Homily concerning Women.

2 1 -I X 13-3 cm. Fifth or sixth century.

The upper part of a column of a roll written in a large sloping uncial hand

of the fifth or sixth century with light brown ink. The subject is a diatribe,

addressed probably to ascetics, against the female sex, through whom the Evil

One is wont to exert his wiles. Examples from the Bible are cited in 11. i-ii,

a passage which seems to be modelled on Hebr. xi ; the rest consists of a more

general condemnation. A contraction ay(ye)Aoi;s and stops in the high and (more

commonly) middle position occur. 403 {Apocalypse of Baruch\ Part iii, Plate i

;

fifth century) is a somewhat earlier specimen of this type of uncial, of which sixth-

century specimens in smaller hands occur in P. Cairo Maspero '^7097 verso

(i. Plates xxviii-ix) and 67377 verso (ii. Plates xix-xx).

[. . . yvvoLLK a 8e[

[ . • 8ia? [
[6\\\ ? [--^ ?
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yvvaLKOS /[
59^- Sia [09 tovs

vLovs ( €€9 ?

yvvaiKOS
[• 9 [

€v () €[9
yvvaiKOS [
€€• [€ €

tovs ayXovs [€• yvvaiKOS[^• [€ ?

15 yvv yap ? [€?- lepea ['[
yvv [][

( €)(?/ 7[?
2 [av]v€pyovvTa• \

[.]^ . [.] .^ [

'
. . . the Avife of Uriah . . . ; by a woman he turned aside the most wise Solomon (?) to

transgression ; by a woman he shaved and blinded the most brave Samson ; by a woman he

dashed to the ground and (slew) the sons of Eli the priest ; by a woman he . . . and perse-

cuted heaven ; by a woman he bound the most . . . Joseph in prison and . . . ; by a woman
he cut off the head of the all , . . John. What shall I say to you ? By a woman he . . .

cast forth the angels ; by a woman he . . . all, he slays all, he dishonours all. For

a shameless woman spares none . . ., honours not a Levite, reverences not a priest,

not a . . ., not a prophet. A wicked woman is the worst of all (ills ?), the . . . of all ; and

if she also have wealth as her ally in wickedness, the evil is double . .
.'

7• There is hardly room for more than a participle at the end of the line. Gen. vi.

I sqq. seems to be referred to; cf. 1. 12 and II Peter ii. 4.

10. \_ : or[. •[ by itself is too short, but another word may have

fo owed.

12. Possibly [ ovpavov |€/3 : cf. 1. 7, n.

14. [€ is rather short and[ can be read ; cf. 1. 15,

15. : Or^ ....

1 6. o[v^ and \. are rather long, but o[v is possible.

17. Perhaps[ .
2 1. can be read in place of . ^^ is too short, but it is not quite

certain that a letter is lost before .
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11. NEW CLASSICAL FRAGMENTS

1604. Pindar, Dithyrambs.

Fr, I 18 X 25-3 cm. Late second century.

. Plate I (Fr. i).

To the valuable papyri of Pindar already obtained from Oxyrhynchus

(cf. 1614. int.) have now to be added two fragments of a roll containing his

dithyrambs, an important section of the poet's works hitherto represented only

by the first 18 lines of an ode for the Athenians about Semele (Fr. 75 Schroeder)

and a few short quotations. Two of these from the same dithyramb fortunately

occur in the papyrus, thus establishing its authorship and character, while another

Pindaric citation from an unspecified ode is also present. The larger fragment

contains the middle portion of two columns, of which the first comes from a point

near the conclusion of a dithyramb probably for the Argives, the second from the

beginning of a dithyramb for the Thebans. The smaller fragment belongs

to a third ode, possibly for the Corinthians, and may have preceded the other

two instead of following them. According to the /3tos Ylivhapov prefixed to the
|

Codex Vratislaviensis there were two books of his dithyrambs, and the scholiast
|

on Ol.yAn. 25 states that in the ist (book) Pindar attributed the discovery of the,

dithyramb to Thebes (Fr. 71). This claim is likely to have been made in an
1

ode for the Thebans, which may well have been the second of the three poems

in 1604. If so, all three odes probably belong to the ist book. Little can

be made of the first and third dithyrambs owing to the loss of the beginnings of

lines, but the first 30 lines of the second are nearly complete. In the recon-

struction and interpretation of this difficult papyrus we are indebted for a number

of valuable suggestions to Professors J. B. Bury and A. E. Housman, Sir John

E. Sandys, Mr. H. Stuart Jones, and Mr. E. Lobel.

The dithyramb according to the usual view, which has recently been disputed

by Professor Ridgeway,i \vas originally a song to Dionysus, as the paean was a

song to Apollo, but enlarged its scope in the time of Pindar's predecessors, Lasus

and Simonides. The latter wrote dithyrambs entitled Eiiropa and Meuinon, and

perhaps one on Dana'c, if the well-known fragment about her comes from
j

a dithyramb rather than from a Qpi]vo^. Pindar and Bacchylides belong to

the middle dithyrambic period. Later dith}-rambic poets exercised greater

* Class. Rev. 912. 134-9, Class. Quart. 1912. 241-2.
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freedom in their choice of subjects, and in Roman times ' dithyramb ' seems

to have been appHed to any lyric poem which contained a narrative concerning

the heroes ; cf. Plut. De Mus. lo and Jebb, Bacchyl. p. 39. Concerning the form

and character of the dithyramb hardly anything was known before the discovery

of the Bacchylides papyrus ; but in this the last seven odes (xiv-xx Blass
;

xix and xx are mere fragments) are generally regarded as dithyrambs, though

this classification of them is not altogether free from doubt, for, while xvi is

' called a dithyramb by Servius (c. 400 A. D.) and in 1091, it is in fact a paean to

Apollo, and xix might be a v^evaios. The titles of these odes are v^opbaL
'EAe'vTji IS, \^115^,^ ,^, (?),'?(-), and ;/5 ?]. Dionysus is introduced only in xviii, the essential

feature of these poems being the presentation of a myth. The metre is in

only one case (xiv) dactylo-epitritic, which is generally employed in the epi-

nician odes ; but the division into strophes, antistrophes, and epodes is found

in four out of the five well-preserved dithyrambs, the fifth having only strophes.

' The introduction of ' free verse '(), not in strophes, is ascribed some-

times to Melanippides, a younger contemporary of Pindar (so Jebb, . cit. p. 46,

Weir Smyth, Greek Melic poets, liii), sometimes to Lasus, or to Pindar himself

(Crusius in Pauly-Wissowa, Realenc. v. 1214) on the evidence of (i) Horace,

Odes iv. 2. 10 sejL per audaces nova dithyrambos verba devolvit mimerisqiie fertiir

lege sohitis, (2) Pseudo-Censorinus, c. 9 Pindari . . . qtn liberos etiaiii minuris

modos edidit, (3) Fr. 75 about Semele, which is thought to be in ' free verse ',

j
(4) Pindar's reference in Fr. 79 to his predecessors' poetry as^, which

' has been supposed to imply division into triads as contrasted with his own verse.

The new find, so far as it goes, does not contribute much to support Horace's

description of Pindar's dithyrambs. Apart from cyoLvoriveia (. i) there are

only two new words ^- (I. 13) and^ (. 1 2). Dithyramb I

was certainly arranged in triads, either in triads or, less probably, in strophes,

while the remains of HI are not long enough to show the arrangement. Hence,

in the absence of any definite evidence for supposing that Fr. 75 is in ' free verse ',

that fragment can quite well be regarded as parallel to the first strophe of ,
which is of about the same length. Fr. 79 happens to occur in , and the

recovery of the context ofthat passage so important for the history of the dithyramb

shows that Pindar was not referring to the distinction between triads and airoXeKv-

4•. The metre of II, and probably of III also, is dactylo-epitritic, that of I

logaoedic, like Fr. 75. There are some irregularities (cf. II. 4-6, 8-11, 12, 13-14»

15 16, 19, 30, nn.), but hardly more prominent than those in the epinician odes.

With regard to the subjects of the dithyrambs, the title of II was ' Heracles

the bold or Cerberus', an episode also treated by Stesichorus (Fr. 11), another
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exploit of Heracles being treated by Bacchylides (cf. p. 28). I was appa-

rently concerned with the deeds of an Argive hero, perhaps Perseus. The

subject of III is uncertain, for the extant fragment comes from a part of the

dithyramb in which Dionysus was apparently addressed. He is also promi-

nent in , and is referred to in I, so that Pindar's dithyrambs were clearly

more of the nature of Dionysiac odes than those of Bacchylides. There is no
\

trace of any of the three odes having taken the form of a dialogue such as I

Bacchyl. xvii. On the whole the impression created by the new find is that I

Pindar as a dithyrambist was distinctly conservative, and the innovations

introduced in the fifth century B.C. were not due to him. '

The papyrus was found in the mound which produced 1082-3, 1231, 1233-4

&c., but it is doubtful whether it belonged to that collection of lyric and

other texts. The handwriting is a medium-sized, rather square and sloping

uncial resembling that of 223 (after A. D. 185; Part ii, Plate i) and the

corrector who inserted two missing lines in 1234. a. ii (Part x, Plate iv). That

the main text was written before, not after, 200 is made probable (i) by the

title of , which is in a small cursive hand employing tj-shaped and appa-

rently different from that of the main text, (a) by the numerous scholia in

another, still smaller cursive hand, referring to questions of reading or interpre-

tation. These marginalia, which are practically contemporary with the main text,

are very similar to those in 1234, and seem to belong to the second century

rather than the third. The main text was originally corrupt in not a few

passages, especially in HI, and has been subjected to considerable revision.

One of the correctors, who is responsible for the readings above the line in

. 37 and. 9 ov, is possibly identical with the original scribe or with the

writer of the title, but more probably different. A second corrector, to whom

we should assign all the other interlinear readings, is certainly distinct from

the original scribe, the first corrector, and the writers of the title of II and

the scholia. A few mistakes of spelling have escaped correction ;
cf. II. 8-

II, ai, nn. An elaborate coronis, similar to those in 1234, occurred at the

beginning of II, but there is no paragraphus after II. 18, where it would be

expected. Accents, breathings, and marks of elision or quantity are not

infrequent, being mostly due to the first hand, but in some cases added by

the second corrector. The stops (high points, except two in the middle

position in I. 10 (?) and II. 14) seem to be all due to the first hand, like the

occasional diaereses.

I. Only the upper part of the column is of any value, but the slight

traces of 11. 25-38 are sufficient to show that they correspond to 11. 11-24;

cf. the reference to the antistrophe in 1. 20 schol. Lines i-io evidently belong
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to the penultimate epode, which may have begun several h"nes earlier. The
concluding epode is lost. To judge by the length of lines in II, not more
than ID letters (i.e. 4 syllables) would be expected to be lost before 11. 7-12,

and 2 more letters before 11. 2-6 and 13-17. A shorter lacuna at the begin-

ning (4 letters) would suit 1. 15, but in 1. 14 one or two words seem to be

lost before aej^^re. That the poem was for the Argives is indicated by the

references in 11. 6-7 to the building of a city (Tiryns or Mycenae ?) by Cy-
clopes in Argive territory, and in 1. 9 to the house of Abas. The mention

of the Gorgons in 1. 5 suggests that Perseus was the subject, and possible

mentions of Danae and Acrisius or Proetus occur in 11. 1-3 ; but Phorcus himself

(1. 5), apart from his being the father of the Gorgons and Graeae, is not known to

be specially connected with the Perseus legends. The new strophe apparently

introduces a change of subject. After a reference to the Dionysiac gathering

and an address to the Muses, in 1. 15 begins a narrative of an adventure of

some one who seems to be newlj'• mentioned. Phorcus and probably the

Gorgons again occur, and Bury would refer this passage, not 11. i-io, to

Perseus. The approach of the end of the ode and some parallelisms with

Fr. 75 suggest that Dionysus himself might be meant. Possibly Frs. 254 and

284 are to be connected with this poem; cf. 11. i and 17, nn. The metre is

logaoedic. Some of the lines (e. g. strophe i and 3) might be regarded as

ending in dochmiacs, but these belong to tragedy rather than to lyrics.

Strophe Epode

Some lines lost (?)

— rj W— \^'_/WW !_/
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II. This dithyramb for the Thebans was evidently well known in antiquity

on account of its opening reference to the^ aoth] and bov,
which is quoted by several writers (Fr. 79*) and enables 11. 1-3 to be re-

stored. Another passage a few lines later (Fr. 79^), quoted by Strabo alone,

had been much corrupted in the MSS. of that author ; in a third fragment

which occurs (Fr. ao8) there are also marked differences between Plutarch's

citations and the text of the papyrus. Frs. 81 and 249 also have some points

of connexion with II, but are probably from different poems ; cf. 1. i, marg.,

n. The ode begins with a contrast between the older and newer form of

dithyramb in favour of the newer, which claims inspiration from the festival

held in honour of Dionysus at Olympus itself (11. 1-8). There follows in

11. 8-23 a picturesque and vivid description of the celestial festival, and a

characteristically grandiloquent reference to the poet himself, which leads to

the subject of Thebes and the ancestry of Dionysus, whose mother Semele

was the daughter of Cadmus and Harmonia (11. 23-30). The poem breaks

off shortly before the end of the antistrophe, where Dionysus himself was

apparently being addressed. An epode probably followed ; cf. p. 28. The
metre is dactylo-epitritic, like that of Fr. 74^, a corrupt quotation from

Pindar found in Epiphanius, which has been assigned by Schroeder to the

dithyrambs. The main subject of the poem, Cerberus, is not reached.

Strophe.

— VJ — =• — \^ ^J — \^v^

V_/

— \^ V_/ \^ \J — v^w

^ \J w . w —
i

—

— \^ \J — WW w —

WW — WW —

— w V^W — WWi —

— \^W w — w

— WW — WW WW —

K^10 — W WW— WW
— w w

w*— W W V_iW —

W* \n>WW — WW— ^— w w-=^

— \^ —

Ig — w" — w — v-* — w — w —

— w — WW — WW
— W WW — V./W

III. In this dithyramb about 10 letters seem to be missing at the beginnings

of 11. 5-14, and about 5 more in 11. ^$-2^. There is no metrical correspondence

in 11. 1-21, and whether 11. 22-6 correspond to some of 11. i-io or not is

uncertain. Probably part of the fragment belongs to an epode, unless indeed

this poem was in (4. Dionysus is apparently addressed in 11. 6 sqq.,

being invited to join in the festival celebrated at a certain city. Bury would
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regard this as Corinth on the evidence of the ' neighbouring rock ' (1. lo) and

some other indications ; cf. 11. I4-I5> i^, 22, nn. The metre is apparently

dactylo-epitritic, with perhaps an admixture of other rhythms. The scheme

of 11. 3-19 is

]- ?v^-w^ 12 ]i:i--v^^^

Fr. I. Col. i. Plate i.

'\•'[][]€/ .
[

5 ]€€'[](7< . .] .8"1-\^€9^\€€€ . .
•'!

' •'
• 1 ' • » L ^-
]noi^vyej/T€a€paTaiSo/i.oy}

IXeei'• 9?"«1''•?99'"•'*^'*€].€]']]
15 '\•€•\^''«^^^'

]'(
2 ] • ia.V€av »?[•] •° €•[^**^ ^

]lov

1€€6
]

25 yP<^v
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\^, — \j \\j\ — \j—
\j [^^ vj] v^ —

^J

V^ Wl^ <^v^— f

V^ \^ — (^ v^ —

15

1 — ^^ — V<i —

1 — v^ — v-i [

10 Toi/y

15

I. \^.]
] \

jiOi^
[

] .
[]€6[\/'^ [ /?

]/ ei/ "Apyit . .
[] €9 kpara

] "$,
IXeet'. " «|evii|ovTO €5.,\ npirret

2 ]

3 ] €€^
4 aej^er eVi,,
5 /] )(.
6 ] vlv ^ '9
7 ?], ,
8 ]/

9 ]70/ ,
] . lav

€7.

.] . S ' (5) ( ),]•€5 () ws (•()
ovTOS6() tls .

. /3

25

13

[.] . ( ) €[(5)(*?) (5).
'\p(evov.

— \JYiov

1 €() «*«.
— \j — \j ^ \j \j ^epav

D

.
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30

35

Two lines lost

] ...[

]
*

]

6»
] .'\\
]]

Fr. . Col. . Plate i.

[
€£' [

5€7[.][ ]FF^?L

5 \€{ ^[. . . .][..]88€[. .]/•€€\€
€7[..]\•
€'€:€[. .]6'€[. .]€'^^•[.]\[^€€/(•

15'. .] epavvoa€
nvpK€KLyrj[ ]€•[.]8[.]



3°

35

4

5

6

7

8

9

II

12

13

14

1604. PINDAR, DITHYRAMBS

Two lines lost

35

--] •.[

^ N-» w — \j —Ity

]

ice»' — €jaf Kcv.
] . paioTo] [

]]
]

II. &PA^[rS] :^.
[ \ epne ayoLvoriv^id aoiSa

2[
3 [ ,
4 €[][ ?][ -

5 5 veai- [. . . . €]6€9

6 \\^\
7 \\ ^
8 ? [{)]. \ '

9 [] ,
kv \ ^['\^ re

11 as [] ^^,
12 ev ^
13 [] ^ ()\€
14 ., []? Kepavvbs

6 [ ]
I'j €?5^ [rje [5] alyh . . . [

D %

.
Fr. 79 a

Fr. 79 b

Fr. ao8



36 THE OXYRHYNCHUS PAPYRI€' ['€€6€ «
20 ^'\\.[€€[''€€[€
25 <'€€[.][\^

iv'o9apovav[^a,^J^€v^yc^

7][. . .]€[
•[. .]'[ ]•

3 €^][. . . ,][
[. :] .'[ :][.][

€̂ .
[

('

Fr. 2.

]/[

]]('•]
' 5 ]€[ ]/'/[[<]]/

]TeavTe[. . .]€
][. . .,^ o'lrxf

]'[ ]

« € I^ws]]]€^^'^(^^]€€€ .
[]''^^

'\

1(6/ €(



1604. PINDAR, DITHYRAMBS 37:

18 . [€
' ? ^- oloiroXos .

20 3 ^•' ^?
3 BaK^iats [€'
4 ^ \1 -. e/ie 5* €^aip€To[v

6

25 7 ' [][^ ?

8 .)? 6[ € ?,
9 ' [][

\|/•77[]?[\ ^- ?

II A[io]s ' [€ 6],
3 12 [ '] 7[? ^^.

13 ^[^/], [7.1 7. "-" ""''

14 €[9 ?

15 .
[

III. [^?]
][
]] \,

]

5 ] KaTt\^ Jof

] reaj/ €[€]'^
] [€\ ()[?
]

]€ (?)

] re 07€' .
[] ,

] ,
ly € Tas.



38 THE OXYRHYNCHUS PAPYRI

]7[. . ..]^^\{
15 ])/6"^^

]0'[[]]/)[
]€7€7^[

20 ] .

]

'\\^
'\\ .

[

. . Either[ (referring to Perseus) or /[ {q.^.^ ., referring to

Acrisius or Proetus) or /[ or else ]a8 / . [ can be read, the last letter being quite

uncertain. Pindar Fr. 284 from Schol. A Homer S 319 {), &s 8
Tives,( , 9 might refer

to this dithyramb.

3. Possibly:]. The first letter might be or , but hardly , so that 1.]
(of. 11. 6-7, n.) is unsatisfactory. Lobel suggests Avk]iov, referring either to Proetus or

lobates, king of Lycia, who restored Proetus.

4. The doubtful can be a or . For( cf Py. xii. 9 6 (sc.) . . . Sie.
5. The letter before can be e, i, , , or . For Phorcus (= Phorcys), the father of

the Gorgons, cf. 1. 1 7 and p. 30.

6. Bury suggests re, Phorcus being grandfather of Polyphemus

through his daughter Thoosa.

6-7. The scholium is obscure, but seems to refer to the distinction between {=/)
and 01 {= ), and with or without an accent presumably occurred in the text. Whether

the traces of a word following belong to the text or a scholium is uncertain ; [ is

possible. Bury proposes? [ |
(or) (.\ iv "Apyet [.

The city in question was probably either Tiryns, which was built by the Cyclopes for

Proetus, as described in Bacchyl. x. 59-81, or Midea or Mycenae, of Avhich Perseus was the

legendary founder (Pans. ii. 15. 4), being assisted by the Cyclopes (Schol. Eur. Or. 965).

8-9. If CvyivTfs is to be taken literally,\ and "] (Stuart Jones) are probable;

but ipara suggests that the context may concern music, and Bury proposed ']
(vyevres 8

|
€ (]", Comparing Homer 334« ''. ^ is, hoAvever, Unsatisfactory, for if the doubtful letter was the middle

stroke ought to have been visible, so that {] ? Bury) or »; or . is preferable. The
' house of Abas ' means the palace at Argos ; cf. Py. viii. 55" ayvias.

10. The stop after ]\eev is not quite certain, and can be read for . Bury proposes

Tovs ' ]\(, based on the scholium, in which is apparently quoted from the text
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][. . . .]i/Toy •)(] [
15 jCuf 7€^

]ees ',
] [

]€ €9 [9 ?

2
] .

] ] [
]

[

]}/ .
[

25 ]€[

and refers to a different word. For fKrj]\eev cf. II. 22 and the Homeric verse
cited in 11. 8-9, n. The objection to it is that Pindar elsewhere uses the contracted forms
in imperfects.

1 1-
1 3. A new strophe begins here. Bury proposes something like'8]8

npenet
|

i'pyoiai^
|
^ uepev. Cf. Neni. ix. 8 ' ava pkv

, » eV .
13-14•^ is not found elsewhere, but,,, and

occur in Pindar. For ]( (Bury, Stuart Jones) cf. . vi. 105( ' ^' evrepnis. Before it Bury proposes Uepaa vw, in order to explain viv in 1. 16. vw is also
possible ; cf. 1. 17, n.

15. ] was suggested by Bury, who proposes an epithet of /, e.g. kXvtuu,

before it.

16. Regarding viv as Perseus, Bury proposes? TreStja (or ]). ]
(Stuart Jones) is also possible. If Dionysus, who according to Paus. ii. 22. i attacked
Argos from the sea, were meant (cf. 1. 17, n.), 8((]. (Lobel) would be suitable ; cf. Eur.
Bacch. 610 sqq. It is not clear whether epAcoy was simply omitted by the first hand or was
intended to take the place of. The corresponding line of the antistrophe hardly
projects as far as would be expected if it contained equivalents of both words ; but the

collocation epKos aXpas OCCUrs in Py. ii. 80« ws vnep e. a., where
is usually Connected with, not , and epKos is thought to mean

'net'. This parallel makes us disposed to retain both words, and to regard them as

a periphrasis for the sea, like the scholiast on Fy. ii. 80, who explains epKos as,
' surface '.

17. points to a word like it in the text, either a synonym or differently

spelled {}) or wrongly accented (cf. II. 19, n.). The Graeae or more probably the

Gorgons (cf. 1. 5 and p. 30) must be meant, and the line may have begun with is followed by
a word implying 'abode' (/.?). Pindar Fr. 254 from Apollodorus ii. 38 be ai( , eivai. TlivSapos 8e : iv eVi Toi

Ufpaias. may have referred to this dithyramb, is obscure. If the stops

before and after these words are correct, they seem to be in apposition to viv, which is
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unsatisfactory. As Stuart Jones remarks, yyovov would be expected to agree with a word

like aperav in the next line, is probably the plural of amplification ; cf. Fr. 75. 10

ov re , yovov ^^ re8
(. 1. 2eK). The resemblances between this passage and 11. 1 5-19{ . . .

. . . () suggest that viv might be Dionysus, not Perseus; cf. 1. 16, n.

18. ]v is not visible on the facsimile.

19. ] : or ] . lov. of( is corrected from r.

20. The marginal note refers to eav, which ' is rejected (?), being superfluously introduced

from the antistrophe ', i. e. 1. 34, which ends f]av and also contained a superfluous word. The
last letter of [.] . o( ) might be or , but [].(6) and() are not

satisfactory readings.

23. The of €(€) is not raised above the line, as would be expected if the word

is an abbreviation ; but] is inadmissible.

28. In the margin are traces of a scholium.

34. €] : cf. 1. 20, n. TO K€v would be expected ; cf. 1. 6, schol.

II. ' Heracles the bold or Cerberus. For the Thebans.

Formerly both dithyrambic song issued from the lips of men long drawn out and the

sigma under suspicion ; but now new gates have been opened for sacred choirs : they (sing .?),

knowing what manner of festival of Bromius the celestials by the very sceptre of Zeus

celebrate in their halls. Beside the majesty of the great mother of the gods begins the

beating of drums ; therevith swells the music of the castanets and the torch blazing below

the yellow pine-brands; therewith resounding laments of the Naiads, wild dances and
shouts are stirred in the fury of tossing the neck on high. Therewith moves the almighty

thunderbolt breathing fire, and the sword of the god of War, and the \'aliant aegis of Pallas'

rings with the hissing of countless serpents. Lightly comes Artemis the lone huntress, who
has yoked in the Bacchic revels the race of most savage lions for Bromius, while he is

enchanted also by the dancing throng of beasts. Me too, a chosen herald of wise words,

the Muse raised up to pray for prosperity (?) for Hellas with its fair dances and chariot-

pressing Thebes, where of old, as the story tells, Cadmus by high design won sage Har-

monia as his bride, and she hearkened to the voice of Zeus and became the mother of

offspring famed among men. Dionysus, . .
.'

I marg. [5]5 €5 : Heracles is called in 01. vi. 67. For
other examples of alternative titles of dithyrambs cf. p. 28. It is tempting to connect with

this ode Pindar Fr, 249* (Schol. AB on Homer 194) ', eh" ^/ eVl

MeXeaypo) /, \ • /, els

els 5, be veevov € ,
8eKaev . . . 8e eV Trj 45 eivai ^•/ . . But Fr. 249^^ (221. ix. 14)} which

' seems to belong to the passage in question about the Achelotis, is in a diff"erent metre,
'^ € re .

fragment concerning Heracles from a dithyramb (Fr. 81) is quoted by Aristides ii. 70
oTi Koi (45 ep\ iv8 ' ' € [' Bocckh,

Bergk*),, ,, ( Hermann)( .
The metre of this from aiVew . . . corresponds to II. 1-3 \, and the words preceding

might Correspond metrically to the end of an epode ; but the capture of the oxen of

Geryones is a diff'erent exploit, and Fr. 81 is likely to belong to another dithyramb. Fr. 169
(Plato, Gorg. 484 b, Aristides, ii. 68, Schol. Pind. Nem. ix. 355 5 .),
which mentions Geryones and is in dactylo-epitritic metre, but does not correspond to the

extant part of II, and Fr. 168 (Athenaeus, x. 41 1 b, Philostratus, 7mm. ii. 24 8(o)ia

.), which refers to the devouring of an ox by Heracles at the house of Coronas, an
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episode connected wiih the capture of the Cretan bull (Apollod. ii. 5. 7), and is not in

dactylo-epitritic metre, certainly have no connexion with our dithyramb.

I—q/=: Fr. 79*)• Cf. Strabo x. 469 ' (sc. Con-

cerning the Curetes and Corybantes)• re yap iv \
flpne (^ edd.) (. 1.) {- mOSt MSS.),

he (be om. mOSt edd.) wep\ Te \ (,' / (^KaTUpxeiv edd.)€ peyaXai (v. 1. : edd.)

(^ edd.), iv 8e ( edd.)' Te ((? SOme

edd.) (= 11. 8-1 1), ' \ /»^€"^ \ tois \ avvoiKeiwv, Athen.

, 455 b be: yooe'Lav, 6 K\eapo, olove\

€v ^, (^ edd.) elvai-
oev,^ (corrupt ?)' \ pev (1. -Teveia)( edd.), . 44^0 (' ouev \ (corrupt ?), xi. 467 ^ '^ ^e

[. , pev, ^
\

elvai \(' . . . be' \ pev€ axoivoTeveia, DionysiuS, De comp. verb. 1 4 eiVt '' ev ' \ pev {
other corruptions) (. 1.) (. 1. -). From

these varying forms of 1. 3 Hermann restored .
The termination of the Kne is wanting in both 11. 3 and 18, but there is no reason to doubt

Hermann's restoration; cf. for the metre 1. 7.

1.: this is formed on the analogy of,, &c., and means
' stretched out like a rope ',

' prolix
'

; cf. Philostr. Heroic, i. ^i {). It does not refer to division into triads, for II itself is divided into

triads or strophes; cf. p. 28 and 1. 3, n.

2. The division| would be expected from the arrangement of U. 19-20,
'

but (or ) [ does not suit the traces of 1. 2, and the real dividing-point of the feet is

probably after here and- in 1. 20.

3. TO[ : the meaning of this is a long-standing difficulty. Athenaeus and \

Dionysius (cf. 11. 1-3, n.) supposed that it referred to the , i.e. of Pindar's pre-

decessor, Lasus, Athenaeus x. 455 c proceeding to quote a line without from Lasus' hymn
{

to Demeter. The epitomator of Athenaeus, followed by Eustathius, p. 1335. 52, misunder-

standing this, attributed the composition of odes without to Pindar himself. I Boeckh arid

Dissen translate 'pravum ', supposing that it refers to the mispronuncfktion of in

the Dorian dialect (so also Donaldson and Weir Smyth), and that Pindar meant to contrast

the old-fashioned odes in which w^as used with the new kind without invented by Lasus,

Pindar himself reverting to the old-fashioned type.
|

Sandys (translation of Pindar in the

Loeb series), connecting (sc. ^i') with , translates ' when
j

the sibilant san was discarded from the lips of men', i.e. was rejected as spurious,
j

The mutilated condition of II. 4-5 leaves the context obscure in some points, espe^

cially as to the precise nature of the transition to the account of the Dionysiac festival in

Olympus (cf. 11. 4-6, n.); but it is tolerably certain that the new kind of dithyramb which
\

is contrasted with the old is not the dithyramb of Lasus, but of Pindar himself, as is also I

shown by the definite reference to himself in 1. 23. Hence Boeckh's view of Pindar's
\

relation to the two kinds of dithyramb is just the opposite of what the context demands.

Sandys's translation gives the right kind of sense, but is much more
)

likely to be dependent on than on, and the position of r' indicates that, not

, is to be supplied with. We are disposed, therefore, to regard as
,
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a reference to Lasus' , being used as the equivalent of, and
comparing it to base coin which when produced is rejected, and implying a contrast with
Pindar's own use of , which Avas unrestricted.

4-6. .('[][ Se and were Suggested by Sandys, by Lobel,]| by
Bury. The slight vestiges towards the end of the line suit[ rather well, especially

the and (for which a is the only alternative) ; but the preceding lacuna is rather short

for the proposed supplement. The metre of 1. 4 is fixed by 1. 22. For opening the

'gates' of song cf. 01. vi. 27 €, Nem. ix, 2 ^dviuv, Bacchyl. Fr. 5• 2 ov8e yap ( t^evpe'iv. ] refers tO the
of the dithyramb. To find an anapaest short enough for the lacuna before

6]€ in 1. 5 is difficult. If[ is right, e]l8ores must belong to a new sentence and may
refer to (e.g. something like f]l8.); but Bury would connect it with the

preceding line, suggesting 8€•[][ ' \j \\ [ ( eji'OoVes
|

\18^ ., and comparing JVem. ix. 3 ' fep and Eur.
Bacch. \'1. ' opyi Ideav ; veav for veai, for, and ]6' for

Te\e]rav are possible readings ; but (] (Sandys) suits particularly well, and the

metaphor of the gates is attractive. For [] cf Py. ix. 97
TeXeraif ev €i8ov. is inadmissible. The metre of 1. 5 is somewhat
abnormal. After a choriambus is an anapaest and a cretic, or else an ionic a minore and
iambus. For anapaests in dactylo-epitritics cf. e.g. Py. i. 2, 6, iii. 4 ; for 'iambic catalexis'

cf. . vi. 5, Nem. viii. 14.

7. The last syllable of OvpaviSai was marked long by the first hand, short by the

corrector, who wished to indicate (rightly) that the word was nom. plur., not dat. sing. ; cf.

L 8 eparai. The syllable is long as a matter of fact, but there was no point in marking it

long at the end of a line, unless indeed the first hand wished to connect it with iv in 1. 8
and scanned- ev together in spite of the hiatus. But, as Housman remarks, the

metre of 1. 8 corresponds to e.g. Py. iv. 2 g6 8ai8a\f'av , and in each
case the phrase — ^ \.j —^ y^ — comes both before and after, so that at is to be regarded as
merely a slip.

8. The last syllable of the line seems to stand by itself (cf. the preceding n.), as
frequently in Bacchylides' dactylo-epitritics. In Pindar's there seem to be instances of
hypercatalexis in Frs. 29-30 (from an ).

1[()]/ : there is not room for in the lacuna and the marginal indicates

that the main text was in some respect different. If there had been a wrong accent over [ it

ought to have been visible, and there is no doubt that the first hand read, a Doric form
not found in Pindar but quite suitable in itself would make sense (cf e]iSores in 1. 5),
but is preferable.

8-1 1, aepva . . .^ : this passage (Fr. 79^; cf. 11. 1-3, n.) is quoted by Strabo
with several corruptions or variations, for €, for €\,
for , and(\8 for8[] (or -^[ei']). Misled by, modem editors were
unable to restore the passage on the right lines. The confirmation of the schema Pindaricum

. . . against emendations is interesting. Another instance occurs in 1. 13
\>.[] , which had been obscured in the quotations of this by Plutarch. Two more
occur in 11. 18-19 of the fragmentary dithyramb for the Athenians (Fr. 75) ; in the epinician
odes this construction is rare, may have stood in Strabo's text of II, but/' is

likely to be right ; cf. Catullus, A/ys 9 typajiiim, iuham, Cybelle, iua, maier, inilia, which may
even have been an imitation of this passage. Bergk referred to this dithyramb Fr. 80, a quotation
from Pindar in a Herculaneum fragment of Philodemus, De pietate, which is restored [].\^ The metre may well be dactylo-epitritic, but there is no place for Fr. 80 in the

context of the reference to Cybele in 11. 8-9. Owing to the lacuna at the end of 1. 27 the
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correction of to is not absolutely certain, for ya[p{)(i (Bury) can there be
supplied instead of -[€ (Housman); but, as Housman observes, 1. 9 seems to be
unrhythmical as it stands, since w ^ in this metre is not elsewhere followed by w -
unless there is a break between them, as at 01. vi. 4-5 and Bacchyl. viii. 9-10, and scribes

have often written- where authors did not ; e.g. Hom. Hymn. xiv. 3, Eur. Hel. 1347,
Aesch. Fr. 57. 10, Apoll. Rhod. i. 1139, Anth. Pal. vi. 165. 5, and in the Catullus passage
cited above the MSS. give iympanum against the metre. With 1. g will have the
rhythm of 01. vi. 2 Kiopas ort •. The point of^^ aS applied to nevKais

is not clear: Dissen explains it by the colour of the fire. With 11. 10-12 cf. Soph. An/ig.
1 1 26—9 ae ' vnep ntrpas arepoyf/ Xtyviis, '.

12. eV Se: — ^ — ^ corresponds to — ^ (apparently) in 1. 30; cf. 1. 19, .,
and e.g. 0/. iii, epode i, 4, 5.

13-14. These lines are thrice quoted by Plutarch, (i) Quaesi. conv. i. 5. 2, (2) vii. 5. 4,

(3) De def. orac. 14, copied by Euseb. Praep. evang. v. 4, p. 185, and Theodoret, Graec.

off. cur., ed. Gaisford, p. 374. In (2) ! ^ occurs, the quotation
being accommodated to Plutarch's sentence

;
(i) and (3) have for

;
(i) has

ipiavxfvi, (2) and (3)€ for. Both (which would Correspond to/ in 1. 1 2) and^ seem to be ancient variants (Theodoret, op. ci'L, p. 375 coins
a verb ^^^ from the quotation), and ^, which occurs nowhere else, is, as

|

Housman remarks, more appropriate than to both and : cf. I

CatuU. A/)'s 23 capita Maenades vi iaciunt hederigerae, Cic. // Verr. iii. 49 cerviculam
iactaiuruvi, Eur. Bacch. 864 hipav els . The metre, as he observes,
does not help much in deciding between^ and, for though with
the scheme ofl. 13 y^y.j — ^y^—^ — ^ kj ^ corresponds to the last verse of the
epodes in Fy. iii, e.g. 1. 23, — ^ v./ — can generally take the place of — v-» , and is pre-
ceded by ^^ w and followed by — w— in e.g. Nem. xi. 14. -^ \/-)( is appa-
rently the end of a member of the rhythm with syllaba anceps, and a member of the rhythm
also comes to an end after , as the hiatus there proves, so that these two words have
to constitute a whole member ; cf. |/| in 01. vii. 9 and |atcui/or| in Fy. v. 7. The
alternative is to write , but there seem to be only two examples of in Pindar's
MSS., and not one is established by metre, though cf, 1614. 9.[] : the first hand seems to have written[] originally. The final was
then crossed out and no doubt added above [a], but Avhether the scribe himself or a
corrector made the alteration is uncertain. Several of the MSS. of Plutarch have for, but the third letter here is more like than , and the loop of it, though narrow, does
not seem to be a correction.

~6. Kepavvos : cf. Fr. 1 46 wveovTos a re (Pallas) (
xeipa [). In 1. 1 5 — -- — «-- occurs twice, very likely as equivalent to — ^-'

in the antistrophe (lost); cf. 11. 12 and 19, nn, ^
17.( : in 01. ix. 72 and Py. v. 71 is found, but the metre here requires

ae to be separate syllables. The scholium perhaps indicates a variant, but may be no more
than 1[5 accented; cf. 1. 19, n.

18. This verse is a€. [€&; is a gloss on.
19. ' eiaiv : — \^ — \j here corresponds to — v^ in 1. i ; cf. 11. 12, 15-16, nn.

: this word, which seems to have been wrongly spelled but rightly accented by
the first hand, was wrongly accented by the corrector; cf. 1. 17 and I. 17, nn.

(unnamed) occurs in Py. iv. 28.

20. The syllable- really belongs to 1. 19; cf. 1. 2, n.

21. The misspelling! is not corrected. [ was suggested by Sandys and
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Bury; cf. A'em. iii. 46 \(( ayporepoii. (Bury) IS required to explain Se in 1. 22.

The metre is practically certain ; cf. 11. 1-3, n.

22-3. [ \•. SO Housman and Bury. The of [ is nearly certain, the only
alternative being o. The sentence is suggested by the mention of lions in the line above.
Bacchus is flattered not only by the attentions of his fellow-gods, but also by the worship of
brute creatures. dyeXat( occurs in Find. Fr. 239.

25—6. Cf. Fr. 151 €, [][;^ and [/3/ re were suggested by Bury; '

Sandys proposes \1 y]6[i'eaf with o[iacoi' re, but the traces of a letter after [.] suggest a, , ,
or V. For the late position of re cf. IVem. ix. 34 . That:
occurred at the end of 1. 26 is clear from what follows (cf. Fr. 195 fvappare ), but
a restoration in which(€ meant ' boasting myself rather than ' praying for' would be
more appropriate. [ is, however, inadmissible in 1. 26, the before the lacuna being
almost certain. For the metre of that Hne cf. 1. 7, n.

27. The first hand wrote . ] [€ IS due to Housman, who
corrects in 1. 9 to : Bury, retaining there, proposed] ya[pvet :

cf. 11. 8-1 1, n. The first hand wrote]([ : the first corrector then added above the line,

deleting e and perhaps also ; cf. III. 9, n. As Housman remarks, a verb does not seem
necessary with (sc.) : cf. Aesch. Septem 217-18* olv Seovs tovs

€\€, and in Pindar himself (according to the usually accepted emendation of

Bothe) in Is. viii. 40, €, and ubiJama in

Stat. Theb. i. 699.
28. {jylr^aTai\i could be read in place of •^[\\. There is little doubt about the

s, being the only alternative, -] (or ay-])|mv is due to Bury. Nonnus, Dionys.
iv. 28 sqq., represents Harmonia as at first reluctant to marry Cadmus. Housman prefers

ayeiv, comparing Nem. v. 47 ^ ff, AeSch. Prom. 560'\. . . ., and, for the present infinitive with in a past sense, Py. vi. 21-4
. . . . . .. has hosvever occurred in 1. 8. For in

connexion with a suitor he compares Is. viii. 30 ' eivav.
30.[ : if is right, the parts of it were joined instead of being written, as else-

where in 1604, as a dot between two strokes. The second is also doubtful, a being quite

as suitable. But the position of the accent over ev strongly favours (8[, for€,[ and-[ are inadmissible, and though a crossed out might be read in place of , (([ is

not a known word and (^'][ is unsatisfactory apart from the wrong accent. At the
* beginning of the line — v./ corresponds to — <-- — ^ in 1. 12 ; cf. 1. 19, n, '][

yevfav is due to Bury. 2epe\ap may be substituted for yeveav, she being in any case the

person chiefly meant, as is shown by the reference to her in 1. 32.

31.[ must be vocative, for any other case would fill up the lacuna, leaving no
room for the letter preceding , which apparently had an acute accent and was therefore

a vowel. Probably £^iovva[e was written and the e not elided; cf. re in 1. 13, If the

two letters in the lacuna formed a diphthong, the accent ought to have been more to the left.

32.[ : i.e. Semele ; cf. 1. 30, n. could be read in place of e.

III. I. The doubtful can be v.

3. elsewhere in Pindar means ' sedition', but here may, as Bury remarks, refer

to the chorus either in the sense of {) or of a division ; cf. 1. 5, n.

5. Bury proposes ([].
6. Tedv must refer to Dionysus, ([(] is right; cf. int. p. 29.

7—8. Bury suggests ] []'^ |
(, making

the end of a clause and connecting 11. 7-8 vith eXue in 1. 9. A stop may, however,

have been lost after. The scholium probably refers to the unusual expression
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(. For [«', SC., cf. Eur. Hippol. 73 liKiKTov, [ (cf.

Nevi. iv. 17) does not suit the vestiges.

9. Apparently »; was altered first to >( 8 and then, the correction being crossed

out, to . The t after is not crossed out ; but the ov above the line begins close

to the and 8 (which makes the line end with two choriambi) is metrically preferable to

8 simply. Moreover it is not certain that the of was crossed out like

the and Avhen eX^e was substituted, and in II. 27 there is a similar doubt concerning the

deletion of a superfluous letter.

TToXfa is corrected from. The mark of quantity is not quite certain, but alone

does not account for all the ink. is clearly meant, but no form is known, though,

since occurs in Hesiod, it does not seem impossible.

10. Bury proposes ne^wpliov . . ., and would see in this line a reference to the

Acrocorinthus ; but . [ may be vocative, as in Fy, ii. 58.

11. \: the first letter might be and the second v; the third is more like a with a

high stop after it than [.]s. Bury suggests something like enoiro '] , but the stop is an

objection to.
12. (', 'inflexibly', is a new adverb, occurs in />r. iii. 71 and

in the MSS. oi Py. iv. 72{ Hermann).

13. Tas« is a gloss ou, which was uscd in the sense of 'spear-shafts'

also by Stesichorus and Ibycus according to Schol. Find. O/. ix. 128.

14—15. Bury suggests &\ins 8' a]v\_eipa'^moi [
|
epKOi ^,

' Let the impassable sea-neck protect the festal gathering and be the bulwark of the people,'

comparing . viii. 48 eV and Eur. Afed. 212 ^'. \\
on this view mean the Isthmus of Corinth. The general sense of 11. 12-15 is, he thinks, 'Put

aside arms and preparations for war, and trust for defence to the Isthmus.' elsewhere

in Pindar means the human neck, but that does not combine easily with pvono.

17. Perhaps6]. aoi8ai can, however, be dative.

18. Bury suggests] or rXav(c]oio, referring to the Corinthians.

19. For €?\ (Bury) cf. Py. ix. 46 T€ '(. The
first letter of the line might be p.

22. Bury suggests] [€ ( 7[), referring either to the legend of

Bellerophon and the bridle{ €) of Pegasus, a story told by Pindar in an ode

written for the Corinthian Xenophon {01. xiii), or perhaps to a particular kind of mouthpiece,

i. e. one of the IWeta evTta said to have been invented by the Corinthians {OL xiii. 20).

1605. MenaNDER,002.
15 X 5-2 cm. Third century.

This exiguous fragment of a comedy, though' containing only the beginnings

of 27 h'nes from the top of a column and a few letters from the ends of lines of

the preceding column, has some interest, since it can with much probability

be identified. The name of a speaker, ({), is inserted in the margin

against 11. 34-5, and characters of that name are known to have occurred in

three of Menander's plays, the "?, €5, and UepLveia (if Koerte is

right in assigning 855 to the last-named play), while the^apparent mention in 1. 25

(cf. 1. 29, n.) of^, the name of the leading character in the,
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indicates the second of the three. Parts of about 50 lines near the end of that

play are extant in 1013, and there are 14 other fragments of it known, but

no correspondence with 1605 is at all likely, though one or two are just possible
;

cf. 11. 24-5, nn. Geta was the slave of Thrasonides, but who his interlocutor here

was is quite obscure. Other known characters in the play are Clinias, Demeas,

and Cratea. For the plot, which turned upon the redemption of Cratea through

her father Demeas from servitude with Thrasonides, a rough soldier, see 1013. int.

and Koerte, Menatidrea, li.

The handwriting is a medium-sized sloping uncial resembling 1376 (Part

xi, Plate iii), and probably of the third century, to which some dated documents

found together with 1605 belong. The speaker's name is written more cursively

by a different hand, which does not seem to be appreciably later than that of the

main text. Paragraphi occur, indicating changes of speaker, but no stops.

Another papyrus (3rd cent.) containing 23 lines divided between two scenes,

which has recently been published by Wilamowitz [Sitzungsb. d. Berl. Akad. 19 18,

^-^ as part of an uncertain comedy, perhaps by Menander, is probably to

be assigned to the Mt^ov/iez^os•. In the second scene a Avoman called Cratea

unexpectedly recognizes her father, whereupon the owner of the house intervenes,

and in the margin of 1. 18 re( ) occurs as the name of a speaker. Wilamowitz,

though noticing the agreement with the Mo/e^s with regard to Cratea,

attributes the fragment to a different play, chiefly because €( ) is supposed

also to occur in the margin of 1. 12 in reference to a character who is addressed in

the next line as rr\Qia. From this he infers that re( ) is an unknown feminine

name. But it is much more likely that re( ) in 1. 18 is ^['), and that in 1. 12,

where the decipherment is admitted to be very uncertain, either the marginal

note is to be read differently or some rearrangement of the supposed speakers is

to be introduced. Geta and Cratea will then be the characters in the?,
the father will be Demeas, and the owner of the house Thrasonides, the action

being highly appropriate to that play. This explanation is confirmed by the

striking parallelism between Fr. 1 1 of the?,^^
and 1. II of the Berlin papyrus, ]p tus airaOas .

Col. i. Col, ii.

ovKeri [

25 &paaw[ui8

Ti Taua[

[

9 lines lost ov[
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1606. Lysias, Orations TTpbs€, Against Theomnestus, &c.

Height 29-5 cm. Late second or early third century.

Plate II (Fr. 6, Cols. i-ii).

Lysias has hitherto been represented in papyri only by some small third-

century B. C. pieces of the oration against Theozotides (P. Hibeh 14) ; but the

following fragments of several of his lost private speeches are more extensive

and valuable. Like 1607-8 and 1612, they form part of the first of the three

large finds of literary papyri in 1905-6, which also produced 841-4, 852-3, 1012,

1016-17, 1364, and 1376, the publication of this find being now completed.

The small group consisting of Frs. 8-18 was found separately in a different part

of the same mound, but no doubt belongs to the same roll. Originally about

300 in number, the fragments have been reduced by combinations to 150. Much

the longest of them is Fr. 6, which contains (i) the last three columns of a speech,

with the title (11. 237-8) ?^^ ^ followed by a blank

space, (2) the first two columns of a speech directed against a certain Theomnestus

by an unnamed plaintiff, irpos'^ is known as the title of a speech by

Lysias (no. Ixi) from Harpocration, who makes two quotations from it, Fr. 122

(Sauppe)- and Fr. 123^. Fr. 122 seems to be

connected with Fr. 2 of the papyrus, where ovajCav . . . []. is a probable

restoration in 11. 29-32, and]€ is possible in 1. 48 ; but 'Updwixos does not

seem to occur in 1606, though it is tempting to restore his name in 1. 89. The

title of the second speech would at first sight be expected to be :

but two orations of Lysias with that title are extant (x and xi), xi being merely

an abbreviation of x. Since both of these are quite distinct from the speech

against Theomnestus in the papyrus and presumably refer to a different person,

while Harpocration seems to have known of only one speech ,
i.e. the extant oration (Blass, Attische Beredsamkeit, i. 611), the title of the

second speech in 1606 is likely to have been something else. Fr. 9, belonging

to the smaller group, contains parts of the last 16 lines of what is obviously

a third speech, with part of the title, which seems to be unknown, and a few

letters from the beginning of what is much more likely to be a fourth speech

than the oration wpos-, and among the numerous minute scraps from

the main find are certainly three (Frs. 19, 3o, and 22), and perhaps two more

(Frs. 21 and 44), which contain parts of titles. The minimum number of speeches

represented by the fragments as a whole is four, a figure which could be obtained

by assigning Fr. 9. ii to the speech -npos^, Fr. 19(€]?)
or Fr. 22 to the speech against Theomnestus, and Fr. 20 to the title of the third
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speech, and ignoring Frs. 21 and 44. But at least six of the lost orations are
much more probably represented, and though all of these may have been quite
short, it is clear that the fragments are widely scattered over different parts of
the roll. Lysias is credited by Plutarch

( Vita Lys. 836 a) with no fewer than
425 speeches, of which Dionysius and Caecilius recognized 233 as genuine. The
names of about 170 are known, and 34 are extant.

The script is a handsome uncial approximating towards the early biblical
type, hke 1234 (Part X, Plate iv) and 1365 (Part XI, Plate vi), and probably
belongs to the early part of the third century or even the end of the second.
Iota adscript was generally written. Paragraphi and two kinds of stops, in the
high and middle position, are employed ; that Fr. 82, in which a coronis occurs,
belongs to 1606 is not certain. Fr. 6, in which the upper and lower margins are
preserved, shows that there were 46-49 lines in a column. The other fragments
are or may be from the middles of columns except when it is otherwise stated.
The lines, which tend to begin and end more to the left as the column proceeds,
range from 15 to 22 letters, generally having 18 or 19, and the >-shaped sign is

used for filling up short lines. Deletions are indicated by a line drawn (by the
first hand) above the letters in question ; but the text has not apparently been
subjected to any independent revision, and several mistakes are noticeable,
generally omissions; cf. 11. 47, 115, 139, 141, 173, 217, 349-56, 536.

Of the oration?4 the three concluding columns (II. 126-238),
though requiring a good deal of restoration, are fairly well preserved, and some
intelligible passages are provided by four other fragments (1-2 and 4-5) evidently
belonging to earlier columns of the same speech (11. 7-19, 28-47, 76-86, 114-24).
The respective order of these is doubtful, but Fr. 4 may be placed below Fr. 2
with an interval not exceeding 2 or 3 lines between 11. 48 and 76 ; cf. 11. 38-44, n.

Frs. 3 and 26 also probably belong to this oration, and perhaps Frs. 28-30, 87,
and 100- 1. It must have been one of Lysias' more important speeches, being
concerned, like the oration against Eratosthenes (xii), with the administration of
the Thirty Tyrants and his own grievances. In xii Lysias prosecuted Erato-
sthenes, who was one of the Thirty, for the murder of his brother Polemarchus
(cf. 1606. 8-9, 161) ; the present action mainly turned on the question of the
restoration of Lysias' property on his return from exile. As the title implies,
the speech was on the side of the defence ; but that the real defendant was not
the€ but Lysias himself, is clear not only from the general tenour of the
fragments, in which Lysias is very prominent, but from the expression

applied to him in 11. 183-4, and the closing appeal in 1. 221. How the became involved in the case does not appear, but
presumably she was acting merely as Lysias' agent. With the plaintiff Hippo-

E
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therses were associated one or more other individuals, the plural being employed

in reference to the side of the prosecution, which is called in 11. 32 and 229

and perhaps ol', in 1. 133. Nicostratus and Xeno'cles] (11. 17-18) may well

be two of the persons meant, and possibly Sosia[des^ (11. 92-3, n.). The dispute

Avas concerned with the ownership of property() worth 70 (?) talents, formerly

belonging to Lysias, which had been seized by the Thirty and apparently sold

by them to Hippotherses and his associates (11. 28-34), and which Lysias was now
trying to recover. By the terms of the amnesty arranged at the time of the

restoration of the democracy in B. C. 403, sales made during the administration

of the Thirty remained valid ; but unsold property reverted to its original owners,

an exception being made in the case of land and houses, i.e. immovable property,

which were to be returned in any case (11. 38-48). This reference to the amnesty

is important, confirming Grote's views (Hist, of Greece, viii, ch. 66) on the

nature of the agreement ; but the precise application of it to the dispute between

Hippotherses and Lysias is obscured by the incompleteness of Frs. 1-5. Lysias

evidently regarded the terms of the amnesty as in favour of his contentions, but

Hippotherses too may have appealed to it, and perhaps the interpretation was

one of the chief points of dispute. In 11. 13-17 Lysias complains that he was

being prevented by the prosecution from buying back his own property from

the purchasers ; but in 11. 76 sqq. he is found objecting to a claim of Hippo-

therses for half the price of, apparently, the described in 11. 28-34, and in

11. 114 sqq. he criticizes the legality of the sales effected by the Thirty. This

evidence is not very easy to combine into a connected argument ; but apparently

the bought from the Thirty by Hippotherses contained land and houses,

and Hippotherses refused to surrender these without compensation, whereupon

Lysias, through the depajrawa, took some step towards ejecting Hippotherses

which resulted in the prosecution, possibly in some form of bU ^. The
peroration, to which 11. 127-236 belong, does not throw much light on the

facts of the case, which are referred to only in general terms (11. 224-36), but

in itself is of much interest, since it contains an eloquent comparison of Lysias*

behaviour towards the State with that of his opponent. The patriotism of Lysias,

who after losing his brother and much property made large sacrifices in support

of the democrats, is recorded in a passage which was evidently before Plutarch

when writing his account of this part of Lysias' life (11. 163-71, n.), and is

contrasted with the pro-Spartan zeal of Hippotherses. The speech must have

been delivered very soon after the restoration of the democracy, i. e. in 403 or

402 B. c.

The second oration, that directed in prosecution of Theomnestus, after a very

short introduction (11. 239-46), proceeds to the narration of the facts. The
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unnamed plaintiff claims to have lent his friend Theomnestus 30 minae in

order to pay a debt to a certain Theozotides for which judgement had

been entered against Theomnestus. The transaction took place without

witnesses, and Theomnestus, having subsequently quarrelled with the plaintiff,

now denied the loan (11. 246-61). After a mutilated passage apparently

explaining the nature of the quarrel, which seems to have been connected with

the guardianship of some property, and the unsuccessful attempts of the plaintiff

to get his money returned (11. 361-95), a dilemma is propounded for the defence.

Theomnestus must maintain either that he borrowed the money from some one

else, or that he did not borrow any money at all, in order to pay Theozotides

(11. 295-301). Of these alternative lines of defence the first is rebutted in

11. 301-40, Fr. 7 probably belonging to the column following Fr. 6. v, while the

second is dealt with in 11. 340-66 by putting a number of questions designed to

show that Theomnestus would not have run the risks which he actually incurred,

if he had had the requisite money at hand. The rest of the speech is lost, and

there are no indications of the date of its delivery.

The third speech (Frs. 8, 9. i and probably some of Frs. 10-18), apparently

against a person whose name ended in -ylius, seems to have been concerned

with the sale of a ship at Carthage, and a question of partnership ; but there is

nothing to show what was the subject of the fourth speech (Fr. 9. ii and probably

some of Frs. 10-18). With regard to the remaining fragments the more or less

probable position of Frs. 13, 16, 28, 45, ^'i,, 73, 80, and 128 has been ascertained.

Fr. 25 apparently comes from a fifth speech about an inheritance (), and

Frs. 31 and 39, which probably belong to the same oration, may be connected with

a reference in Harpocration to^} in two unnamed speeches of Lysias

(cf. 1. 493, n.), while probably one of Frs. 19-22 belongs to the title of it. Fr. 64

might come from the speech irpos/; or that irpos^^.
We are indebted to Mr. E. Lobel and Dr. C. Hude for several good

suggestions in the restoration of this papyrus.

(a) -npos ^-.
Fr. I.

II letters ][ i5 S]ovs ^^
„ ][ [[]^8\

5 i) \[ \ [
8 „ ][ K]a^eTaL aevoK[X€OV9 ?

5 7"] ^ .
[ ][?

2 .
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(d) Miscellaneous,

59

Fr. 19 Fr. 20.
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?lei [ Tois [] €\. ya^p\( ^ '^ aavTos . . .

' Lysias . . . escaped by flight, but they killed his brother Polemarchus and took away

his property. While he was away at the Piraeus, he claimed to get it back on his return

;

but now when he has come back, he is unable to recover what is his own, even by paying

the price to the purchasers. For Nicostratus is prosecuting him with Xenocles, who offered

for sale . .
.'

Fr. 2. ...\\ ovaVav 8e\\' [^, '\^
CVT \[]€ €bvva[vTO. ^'([][][]" \\ [(\• []] v[e^epov ,
^yeiv. 8e[] tovs \\, ovtos ovre [' , []

To'is[\/, [ea]v de (??)[] , . .

'. . . and sold the property for 70 talents, which property they were unable either to

realize or to sell within a long period. So when Lysias departed with you into exile

and returned with your democracy, the treaty enjoining that buyers should keep their

purchases, but the returned exiles should recover what was unsold, he, not having obtained

either land or house, which even the treaty restored to the returned exiles, or if it

did (not ?) restore . .
.'

Fr. 4. ( \'\ roi'[w]i/, avbpes, [] [ TTjapo ,
(\] [], [\6 [^ \]\[] . 8\\ ' \ [€] . • .

' Afterwards then, gentlemen of the jury, he claimed to receive half the price from

Lysias, recounting his own misfortunes, as if Lysias had discovered a treasure in the time of

the Thirty and not lost his property. Lysias being indignant and unwilling to submit

Ft. 5.' y\ap av' (^, [el^) p[e\v [])€,
[\€€ \€]. [] [6]( ([] iv\\. [^ yap '[ \€ d ' [\€.

'It would be monstrous, gentlemen of the jury, that you should come back from exile

as the injured parties, and yet be deprived of your property as if you were the wrongdoers.

You might, however, justly be angry with the purchasers of your property in times of such

misfortunes ; for in the first place the Thirty vould not have been offering anything for sale

unless there had been intending buyers.'

Pr. 6. i—iii. [ ?] ewiTpeno^pev^ [ '^-[ [ .?] ( ?)pyao \\'^6\ [{)(^
TTep\ [\ yc^ve. ^ ' [, \\ [^\({ (\ , [^€] []' [ \6 ],

[] '?
. . . .] [. . . .]

[
](7[. ]([} ]. €[] p[e]v yap vlpeis]€\ ^ [,] [ eyeveTo] ''//, [ ]

€[ . . . ./, [ ^ \[ (catj[ €]([€\[' (^ €,[(][(€€ ?] eh[ 7]'•[ re][ \ . . .^ |[]/ ' \\\ ['] []/ [']>7, []7-'
oeav ]"' ' (). eyv ,
__ ' — >\ ' \ /. 1.. _?'_- ^, _.. ^S.^nC [ ti\^,,,,,.,Sifyi^j:^.i ^-^,^^ ^m\ r\4lTC TTCni .- , oi/'re a[v^avv eepy[e\v

([\ ^. ' vy eyev, yap evye
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]!/" OS eVt 6[]/' , ( AeKfXeias \(\ eV[t

7-)j]f €\€, SJe ^ ^fys -• \ »;!'^.
, , eiVn^t] '[] ^]!/ \ \€, ' [] fXnidas ( e7r[t (\'\ , €' ?1\, '[7]€ \] ' eyev€v\os,

vof)ave [ (\' etpy(i[ala[ro . . . \ be] \8\•
^(\ (ev^epy\^eaiav^ \^. €\^\, 8,

\ []- [] (^^^, el \],8(, fl [*] , [] ' vpeis
;
^'],

\^ •^\ ^, [] \ \ [ €\€\(
J .

'. . . we leave it to you, after hearing the actions of Lysias and Hippotherses, to

give whichever verdict on the matter you choose with regard to the question which of the

two is the better citizen. And I beg you to listen, in order that both Lysias, having been
judged by you to have done his duty, may be still more zealous in the future, and
Hippotherses hearing the truth about himself may behave better. . . . For while you were
prosperous Lysias was the richest of the metoeci ; but when disaster came he stayed on ; for he
did not in the least fail to share in your misfortunes, being illegally deprived by the Thirty of

both his brother and much money. When he left Athens in flight, he sent 300 mercenaries to

help in the restoration and provided both 2,000 drachmae in money and 200 shields . . . (and
going to) Thrasydaeus the Elean, who was his guest-friend, he persuaded him to provide
two talents in taxes, though in return for this he has never obtained any recompense or
favour from you. Such was his behaviour in exile, while since his return he has never
given offence to a single Athenian either by recalling the benefits conferred by himself or by
making reproaches for the sins of others. But now it is necessary to speak about him, since

his accuser is a man of this character : in the time of the Four Hundred he took to flight,

and making Decelea his head-quarters fought Avith the enemy against his country ; and it

was the foes of the city who restored him and made him your fellow-citizen. Hence it is,

I think, plain to all that he is now less pleased with the walls which were built than with the

walls which were then destroyed, and bases quite dissimilar hopes upon your good fortunes

and your disasters, and then being a full citizen, and never having repented or improved
through age, he slanders the democracy after what he has done against you ... (it is just) that

Lysias should receive the thanks of the people for having conferred the greatest benefit upon
them. I entreat you therefore, gentlemen of the jury, to acquit Lysias, remembering both
this and the other arguments which I have used. Otherwise who in the world will be more
unfortunate than Lysias, if his opponents are to take part of his property by force and part

of it is to be given to them by you, or who will be happier than they, if you intend not only
to pardon them for their past misdeeds but also now, whatever proposals they may make to

you, to vote for all their demands ? Against Hippotherses on behalf of a maidservant.'

Fr. 6. iv—V, 7.[ [] [] . . [ Jro'j [ ?] []'
. , . .^. yap [€ ?jv [] elvai (\. . . '

ovy-i [][7]\\ , ' )
ipiiov, ( ,€€ eivai. eiKu\j\^^^ \(>\\(. \, ?

\ ' ['^. \ [\ \'\[]' '6[], \]- [ apy^Cpiov, . . . (1. 293) • • • '''')''

L
]?' [. . . .]. ' [], ' ( [ (,[,\ ' [\[^ [' .?] [6^]?7. pie]"

F 2
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ro\iwv\ '] ( [^/] <7[. . . (1. 3^5) """' ^'[] «[ yrev '([][
. . .] 6\(\ 8, [] be [^ ^][] 8^(^-.\\] ( ( (\ (^'\, ' '/ []•'^66[] ;

'

, . .Iros \^](\' . .1 oirros '( ^€\( peya\(. olrf]

\('\\\(^- [els^ [ ;(][^ ....\6^ ... (. 33^)
[ ( ^^'/]: " [^e ] . apyvpUov ....^ ( evTlevOev [e'^eTcifetf ? ]? elKOi eariv \_ ]? '' eh (\^\ \^'^( [ o^avv []'• (\_^ 4 ; \ {)] e^feVpeTre ttj \], el [<]' r[i]( [ejirn^ef,( ep\ kcu•\\ (' \\^ el eSv [] 7[] \ ', icjat []?

[av]rcii'((\ ' e;([^jpoti
J [^ rjt; . . .

*. . . As he was my associate, I gave Theomnestus 30 minae, when he was obliged to

pay a penalty to Theozotides before sunset or else become liable for default. Having given

him the money naturally w^ithout witnesses and being defrauded of it, I am compelled to go
to law. Theomnestus previously was my friend and associate, but now at the persuasion

of my enemies this is how he acts, and he would have dared to do anything else against me.

Before this quarrel between us arose, I neither troubled him nor demanded back the

money . . . (1. 295) He must, if he has not had the money from me, make one of two

pleas, either that he has received it from some one else, or that he himself paid Theozotides

in full. If on the one hand he is going to assert that he received it from some one else, . .

.

(1. 315) ... he hesitated to ask from me who was aware of his straits (?), but thought fit to

borrow from persons who were going to inform his enemies. Is it, however, probable that

my money should be lent out (?) to others, and that he should borrow from others than

myself.? To show that he did not think fit ... to borrow from some one else, I will pro-

duce an important piece of evidence. When he was providing a men's chorus at the

Dionysiac festival, ... (1. 338) With regard then to the assertion that he received the money
from some one else, that is my answer. But if (he paid from) the money which he had

by him, you must put these questions to Theomnestus. Is it likely that he would have

overlooked the extreme danger which he incurred and put so much power into his enemies'

hands ? Who ever had such exxessive trust in fortune, even if suddenly he became possessed,

that he Avas obliged to endanger his body and life as ^, having come to this pass if the

sun set leaving him a defaulter.? Who is so senseless as to place himself at the mercy
of his enemies, or who is so foolish as to . .

.'

3. : cf. xii. 5 eVeiSi) \ pev \, to which 11. 2-4 w'ere probably similar.

5. means Lysias, as apparently throughout the fragments of this speech ; cf.

11. 43, 81, 144, 225. His opponents are spoken of as in 11. 32 and 229, while

in 1. 140 refers to both Lysias and Hippotherses. The letter following can be

, t, or .
8.[ is rather long for the lacuna, but seems necessary; cf. the next n. and

xii. 17 sqq.

9-10. [^ : cf 11. 29, 162, and Plut. Vii. Lys. 835 e

. . . ' \ . \^
could be read both here and in 1. 29 (cf. 1. 44), but is unsuitable; for Lysias with his brother

owned three houses (xii. 18), and the price mentioned in 1. 30, which must be not less than

30 and seems to be 70 talents, is too high for a single house; cf. xix. 29, where a house

costs 50 minae, and xix. 42, where a house and land cost 5 talents. A list of Lysias' losses,

given in xii. 19, includes 700 shields, 120 slaves, money, clothes, and furniture.
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II.(: according to xii. 17 Lysias went to Megara from Athens, and Plut.

op. cit. 835 f states ^^ eV Meyapoiy. The Piraeus is mentioned here as being the head-

quarters of the exiles after its capture by Thrasybulus. One of the houses of Lysias and

his brother was there; cf. Plato, Rep. 327 a.

II— 12. r]^i}^v'. cf. 1. 78•

12-13. [6|]£^ : or \\\^6 ; cf.{^ in 1. 1 6.
_ .[ or oi.[ COuld also

be read, and the verb may be intransitive; but possibly ^, which in 1. .i6 has a line

above it, was added in the margin of 11. 12-13.

16-17. \\•. cf. 1. 43 and 12-13, n. The omission of ra here is no

improvement, unless the words had been inserted in the margin of 11. 12-13.

17-18. Neither Nicostratus nor Xenoc[les] is known from other sources.

20. <[: Lysias had a shield-manufacturing business; cf xii. 19 and Plut. op. cit.

835 f,
quoted in 11. 163-71, n.

29. \.'. cf. 11. 9-IO, n. . . . ]\\[(] \

is possible.

30. €[] : the first letter might be or , and the traces of the second and

third are very doubtful, but unless there was another word before the number, 8[]'
is preferable to e. g. ([].

31. [(] is far from certain, especially since or can be read m place of , so

that the subject might be singular. If[€8] is right, the subject seems to be the Thirty

Tyrants as contrasted with ovrm in 1. 32, which refers to Hippotherses and his associates.

32. []•. i, c. : cf. the contrast between and in the

fragment of this speech quoted on p. 48.

35-6. Cf 1. 163.

38-44. For oiro, meaning Lysias cf. 1. 5, n. The context does not suit the reference

of olros to Hippotherses, though there may be only a short gap between 11. 48 and 76 ;
cf.

47. This line seems to be corrupt, though a[.] (but not [\ or any other letter than

a[) can be read in place of i[e]. A dittography of av is the simplest hypothesis, buc there

may well be an omission of before 3[]£, and possibly [\ {) [(] should

be read.

48. The letter before pa can be s, but]€ is possible ; cf. int. p. 48.

83. [6] suits the spacc better than[]5 : in 1. 153 the spelling of »?vSa]i^omre

is uncertain.

86. []•€ : cf. xix. 50.

89. ]: o]v is less suitable, and] (cf. Lys. Fr. 123 quoted on p. 48) is

inadmissible.
r ^ ^ u

92-3. [8}•. (genitive) or\ is possible; but ct. ir. 64, where[ ]85 Can be restored in 11. 736-7•/ [] [8.
could even be read here. Fr. 75, where][ is not unlikely in 1. 781, may also refer

to this person.
ir i 1

93-4. 8]€ should perhaps be restored in 1. 93, but Ji- \[(\ ^,-
[ is possible.

102. This line is in the same position in the column as.l. 92.

1 13-18. Cf XXxiv. II beimu yap av , {avbpes), el ore /((8 \6(,^ ' .
9•[\ : cf xii. 30, 80, 90• With tois €([]« €€ cf. U. 510-11•

124-5• Perhaps |[. . ,

12 7-8. Tas ][ to]us could be read, but IS contrary to Lysias use

of . Tais (or)][ (or -) ] is more likely.

129. ]€: i.e. in 11. 38 sqq. probably.
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129-35. Either \ in 1. 129 or . .]as• in 1. 130 is likely to belong to , which is

expected about this point, being perhaps contrasted with \\/\ avTihi[Kovs in 11. 133-4. If

there was a pause after[, the next sentence may have begun \5 \\. In

view of the stop, however, at the end of 1. 132, t\ov[s\[5 may be connected with what

follows, and mean both parties to the suit, not Lysias' adversaries, in 1. 134 clearly

goes with(€\ : cf Plato, ApoL 35 d € . . .. There is room for [be TTfpi\

before in 1. 135, but -rrepi occurs shortly after in 1. 140.

iqn. []: cf. XXV. ID yap av () nepl . For

[^] there is not room, irepi would be expected before, but since nepi

Tourwfoccurs in the next line, the sentence would be improved by the omission of/.
141. There seems to have been an omission of at the beginning of this hne, as in

1 115•

144—5. Cf. XXV. 17 yap € ovbev , . ., 8.
elvai. 8[ or 8[ seems to be inevitable, for the letter before is more like

than , which is the only alternative.

148. [^) : OT[.
149. It is not certain that the space (the width of a letter) between and [] was

blank, the surface of the papyrus being damaged. Whether € had a Se answering to it is

not clear, and perhaps €\[ should be read.

150. ]: or ^.
155-6. Cf. xii. 43 eVetS?) Se \ eyeceTO.

157-9• C^• ^^^• 2° °^^^ ""'''" '"" '' ( . . .^, XU. 22€ yap \ (\ , and especially XviU. 2. The ] in*l. 1 59 is fairly certain. A verb meaning
' avoided ' is expected, but^ cannot be read.

160-2. Cf. 11. 8-10, nn.

163-71. Cf. Plut. op. cit. 8'^ 8 ,\,' , 'HXetoi/,

(better ), which is clearly based upon the present passage, not, as

BlaSS {op. cit. p. 339) supposed, upon the speech\ (cf. 11. 77~9 ^)•

shorter verb than seems to have occurred in 1. 165, though cf. xii. 59. With the spelling [] in 11. 1 70-1 cf. as the nominative in 11. 18 1-2.

173. : the traces oft are very slight, but there is not room for, which is

what Lysias probably wrote (cf. 11. 216-19, n.), though later writers, e.g. Dio Cass. Exc.

p. 66. 34, often use the dative with in place of the genitive.

177-9. The speech y/as probably delivered before that \, of which the contents and date are unknown.

178.[\: for, which appears as a form of in the Roman
period, but is' not likely to have been used by Lysias himself, cf. Porphyr. VzL Plotini 13, , and . Hamburg

37. 4 (2nd cent.), quoted by W. Schmid in Ber/. Phil. Woch. 1914• 1568.

184. [ : \. e. at the fall of the Four Hundred, when several of the

leaders escaped to Decelea; cf. Thuc. viii. 98.

1 9 1-4. That two originally separate fragments, one attributed to the middles of

11. 192-3, the other (Fr. 80) to the ends of 11. 191-4, are correctly placed admits of little

doubt.

194-7. The general sense is that Hippotherses took more pride in the destruction than

in the building of the walls; cf. xii. 63 -,
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however, very uncertain, y, , , , , , or being equally possible. [. \[] could be

read instead of [] [(\, with km instead of in 1. 196 (which as it stands is rather short)
;

but this does not combine well with []? in 1. 198. . seems to

be a genitive absolute.

201. / : The first letter can be , , or , but hardly v.

203. eae[a^v : cf. the usc of the present participle absolutely in Isocr. 382 c and

Plato, Phaedo 114 a.

207. €[][ : ^\\\ is inadmissible. The next word may have been.
212—13• Perhaps:\].
216-19. Though the remains are scanty, the general sense is fairly clear; but in 1. 217

^av\ would be expected to end the line, and there is certainly not room for both etv and tv

after it. \ cannot be read. For\ [^ ]8[ cf. 1. 172 and

XX. 30 ^'"' .
230. The cancelling of is supported by . 2

but cf. ix. 22 , and xix. ^6

. . . •
239-46• [ ro[v][^ is Unsatisfactory, for the slight traces after [] do not

suit , and if the letter preceding ]rov were v, the tail of it would rather be expected to be

visible.' [8i]n[]\[] is also unsuitable, and since this speech is for the prosecution

it is not likely to have begun with a reference to a speech by the defendant• [] []
[\] is possible, but we have not been able to restore the whole passage satis-

factorily• [(] could be read in 1. 242, but like] is not appropriate, and 8[(]
in 11• 242-3 is rather short• With] and in 11• 244-5 eft H• 267-8• The

vestige of a letter at the end of 1. 244 suggests , i, or v. [] is too long•

249• ](88: cf. 1. 300. He is not likely to be the same person as the

against whom lix was directed, for the fragments of that speech in P• Hibeh 14 are

concerned with a on account of Th.'s proposals to alter the pay of soldiers

and arrangements for benefiting orphans• Nor is he to be identified with the8 mentioned by Dem, xxi. 59. With regard to the spelling,^ is the

only form recognized in the Prosopogr. Ait. ; but^ or is commonly

found in Byzantine MSS.
266. . . •] : or ](.
267-8. Cf• 11• 244-5•

269. The letter preceding may be t or .
270. ]ai can be read in place of ]f.

271. Perhaps ]^, unless ]€ was written twice by mistake, ye is the only alternative

to .
272. avev^ : cf. 1. 252.

275.^ : , , or Can be read instead of v.

276. Cf. Xii. 35 ^ .
293~4• Probably'\ ]5•.
294-5• [] cannot be read without altering the text, though it is the word

expected.

297. \(•. cf• vi. 8, xii. 34•

302—3• Possibly\(\] [.
312. The letter before might be , but is apparently not v.

317-18. o\kv[€lv]: cf. 1. 335, where these words seem to recur. But the is

lower in the line than would be expected and there might be one or two letters lost after it.

The letter following , if not v, is .
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320. The are those of Theomnestus (cf. 1. 349), not those of the plaintiff (1. 258).

322. The V of € is corrected from .
325—6. Possibly [avjroi: [ov\tos is not a satisfactory reading. The last three

letters of are very doubtful, but the following is nearly certain, so that n[ap\ovTos

and ([\ are excluded.

3^0—2. Cf. xxi. 2 fTi '/ eis . . .( rfj(.8. \\[ COuld be read.

333 a-41• That Frs. 45 and 73 join together and are to be placed near the beginnings

of these lines was ascertained after they had been printed in the miscellaneous section.

335. Cf 11. 317-18, n. [ could be read. 8([ is right, the next word may be

]|€.
337• Cf. 11. 246 and 256-7.

338-40. Cf. 11. 298-300.

344-5. The word or words before apyvpiov may well have ended \], corresponding

to 11. 340-1. \\] is inadmissible.

348. []€ : or [.], which suggests no suitable word, though €[] may
have been written for em[8]e4ai, as perhaps in 1. 738. [d]vvapiv is also difficult, but the of

[b]vv is almost certain.

349. ThatTty has been omitted before [] is clear from 11. 356-7. For[]
cf. 11. 418-19.

350. Cf. ii. 79 ovK(€ rrept ttj.
351-6. As the text stands, there is no construction for the infinitive\\ in

1. 353 and no verb for6 in 1. 355. The simplest course is to transpose to I. 352

after [ej-a^ev, but the corruption may go deeper ; e. g. et fbv [o] »;Xt[os] [
may be transferred to 1. 352, or may be inserted there and a verb added for the second

€. For et?[][] cf. Dem. XXviii. 5.

362-3. Perhaps \[ or ()\[.
367. Fr. 13 is perhaps to be placed immediately above Fr. 8, so that the stroke visible

under the of] in 1. 437 represents the stroke lost above [ey in 1. 367.

370-2. These lines apparently began more to the left than 11. 368-9.

o'j'j—So. Cf. XXxi. 14 ovv re . . . ,. Here

the mention of comes first.

387. '\ vavv: cf. 1. 369.

389. 1 .: pOSSibly ] . or ] . . aiov or ] . . vov. , ., and

7, XvTphov are titles of lost speeches of Lysias ; but] cannot be read, and the speech

.^ was concerned with Lysias' citizenship, which is clearly foreign to the subject of

Frs. 8-9. Of the speech . Xvrplvov only one fragment is extant, \yhich is concerned with

an assault, and the vestiges do not suit Xv]rpivov. Fr. 20 possibly belongs to this line ; but

cf. int. pp. 48-9.

397. Possibly[ in some form ; but cf. int. p. 48.

410. There was perhaps a blank space after, indicating the end of a line.

416. It is not certain whether a letter has been obliterated after , or there was

a blank space before the vestige of the next letter, which might be a, i. e.< i[ or [.[ could be read, but Lysias regularly uses .
418-20. Cf. 11. 349 sqq. It is, however, unlikely that Fr. 11 belongs to the speech

against Theomnestus.

436-8. Cf. 1. 367, n.

440-1. 0][: Fr. 16, in which 1. 449 ends ], may well belong to the ends of

1. 440 and the two preceding lines.

447-9. Cf. the previous n.
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456. Possibly, but not very probably, (\ : cf. int. p. 48. The two

extant orations .. are distinguished as a and 0. There is a blank space above and

below ]rov.

457. Cf. 1. 389, n. There is a blank space above [, but the lower margin is

broken away.

458. The blank spaces above and below this line indicate a title. 'Yn-ep -
was the title of a speech of Lysias according to Athenaeus xii. 551 d, who quotes

a long extract from an invective against Cinesias, a writer of dithyrambs and comedies, this

being one of the two speeches np6s mentioned by Harpocration. The speech18 was also concerned with (cf. 1. 249, n.), and Blass {op. cit. p. 350)
assigns five other speeches to the same category. But none of the other miscellaneous

fragments of 1606 suggests any of these speeches as its source.

459-60. Possibly a letter is lost before €£[. There is a space below 1. 460, but none

between 11. 459-60, such as is found elsewhere between the last line of a speech and the

title
;
possibly therefore 7[.] . [ is a heading like €, and not a title. The vestige

of a letter would suit , , «, , , , , , or , and the lacuna between it and 5, if not

blank, is likely to have contained o, since any other letter ought to have left visible traces.

No speech of Lysias o[. . . is known, and there is no reason to connect this fragment

with the title of civ^ :^.
468-83 It is not at all certain that Fr. 24 comes from a point near the beginnings of

lines; cf. 1. 483, n.

472-4. Cf. xii. 77? , and 1. 7 1 6, where[ perhaps

recurs.

481. Apparently not 8[\.
483. ]€\[ : ]([ : in which case ] is probably not the beginning of

a line.

490. [: [7^ (cf. 11. 92-3, .) is inadmissible.

493. [: cf. 1. 602] and Lys. Fr. 310 (from Harpocration)^8, eTepos , 6 oe. iv'ioTe \ ( eXayxavf -
6 8 . iv \•. >\ OCCUrs in 1. 604

and]( in 1. 547, so that all three Frs. 25, 31, and 39 may have come from one of

the two speeches to which Harpocration was referring. In any case they probably belong

to an oration different from those against Hippotherses and Theomnestus; cf. int. The colour

of Frs. 31 and 39 suggests that they are to be placed near each other.

496. te . [: €[ (cf. Lysias Fr. 123 and p. 48) might be restored, but cf. the

previous n.

506-11. Cf. 11. 118-20 [] []€ €€[] vpsTfpa and

XXxi. 33 MOJ/os . . . ' . Fr. 26 may Well belong tO the Spcech, but the proposed restoration of 11. 506-7 makes those lines shorter than

usual by one or two letters, and en-t [ seems to be a mistake for em [ :

cf. i. I eVt rots€(.
520-9. Fr. 28 probably joins Fr. 29 ; cf. the next n.

530-5• That Frs. 29 and 30, both from the bottoms of columns, join, as indicated in

the text, admits of hardly any doubt; the position assigned to Fr. 28. 524-9 at the

beginnings of these lines is attractive, but not certain. A new sentence begins in 1. 533
with \, and\ [][] would be expected ; but the traces of the letter

following I suggest no other vowel than a, and[ or€[ is difficult to construct.

The of ot . in 1. 534 is nearly certain, but the next letter might be and the third is quite

doubtful.
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536. The left-hand part of the of is missing, and there is no external evidence for

being the first letter of the line. There is certainly not room for \av \.
527-8. [\

I

[\ is possible. Frs. 28-30 might belong to the speech npbs' : cf. 11. 1 7 1—3.

539-48. Cf. 1. 493, n. It is tempting to place Fr. 53 to the left of Fr. 31, so that the

tip of the of ]([ in 1. 696 would belong to the bottom of the of]- in 1. 547. The

fibres suit well enough, though the two fragments would still not actually join each other.

Lines 544-7 would then run [. . , .]ai . [. .] \[ . . . .]€ (or ] ei) Tis (or

) 8(
I

[. . • .] \[. . . .], which remains obscure.

554• The letter following f[iyev seems to begin with a vertical stroke and not to be f.

559.]€ : the middle of this verb is used by Plato, but not elsewhere by Lysias.^^ can be read.

601-6. Cf. 1. 493, n.

641-7. It is not certain that Fr. 44 belongs to 1606.

648-53. Cf. 11. 333a-4i, n.

693-7. Cf. 11. 539-48, n.

716. Cf. 11. 472-4, n.

725. <[ : cf. 11. 153—4.

735• -^ : the is clear, but €\( may be meant ; cf 1. 348, n.

736-7. For[\ cf. 11. 92-3, . But LysiaS made speeches^ and \\(, and either of these two names can equally well be supplied.

773-6. Cf. 11. 333a-4i, n.

781. For;[ cf. 11. 92-3, n.

785. Perhaps\ or[ (cf. 1. 249, n.).

801-4. Cf. 11. 1 9 1-4, n.

809-12. Whether this fragment belongs to 1606 is doubtful. There is no other

instance of a coronis in the papyrus.

829. ]ai Av[aias Can be read, in which case Fr. 87 would belong to the speech'.
858-9. Fr. 128 is probably to be placed to the left of Fr. 97 with a slight gap between

them, in which case the combined reading is ]/ (\_ and \8( 8\.
865. Possibly [ ; cf. 1. 829, .
869. Possiblv ' [; cf. 1. 829, .
934-5• Cf. 11. 858-9, .

1607. Hyperides (?), For Lycophron.

Height 27-5 cm. Late second or early third century,

Plate III (Frs. 5 + 4).

These fragments of a lost oration, found with 1606, were originally more than

60 in number, but have been reduced by a quarter through combinations. At

least ten columns are represented, the longest fragment (i) containing parts

of three with some continuous passages ; but of the other pieces only Fr. 5 is of

much value, and not more than about 100 lines in all can be restored. The order

of the fragments is uncertain ; but the similarity in colour and texture of Frs. 2-

la suggests that they are to be placed near each other, and suitable positions have
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been found for Frs. 3 and 4 in combination with Frs. 2. ii and 5 respectively. That

Fr. 14 belongs to Fr. 3. ii is far from certain (cf. 11. 159-62, n.), for Frs. 13-20 form

another group, differing from the rest in colour. The handwriting is an upright,

rather irregular uncial of the late second or early third century, the letters being

as a rule somewhat widely separated. The script sometimes, e.g. in Frs. 13-20,

tends to become more compact ; but there seems to be no change of hand. There

were 39-40 lines in a column, and 11-18 letters, usually 13-15, in a line. The

common > -shaped sign is used for filling up short lines, being duplicated in 1. 87.

Iota adscript was written. High stops were employed, these sometimes approxi-

mating to the middle position, but probably without any intentional distinction.

All these, together with occasional diaereses over t and v, a mark of elision

in 1. 230, and an accent in 1. 455, are due to the original scribe, as are certainly most

of the corrections ; but the alterations in 11. 15, 71, 93, and 434 were possibly made

by a different person.

The oration was evidently in defence of a certain Lycophron, who is men-

tioned several times by name (11. 38, 106, 160?, and 387), but elsewhere is usually

called ovtos. He was accused of adultery with a woman whose husband was ill

(11. 180-8), the main subject of Fr. i being a denial of the charge that Lycophron

had dug a hole in the wall which divided his house from hers. It is also

evident that this person is identical with the Lycophron defended by Hyperides

in an oration of which a few fragments from the beginning and the whole of the

concluding portion are extant in P. Brit. Mus. 115. That speech was similarly

concerned with an accusation against Lycophron of adultery with an unnamed

woman whose husband was in a dying condition ; her brother Dioxippus, a

distinguished athlete (Hyperid. Lycophr. § 5), is obviously identical with the

Dioxippus of 1607. 385, and the Theomnestus alluded to in 1607. 219 as one of

the chief witnesses for the prosecution is no doubt the same as the accuser

Theomnestus who is bitterly attacked in Lycophr. § 3, while there is probably

a reference in 1607. 383 to Charippus, the second husband of the woman

in question {Lycophr. § 3). Since the British Museum oration was composed for

delivery by the defendant himself, who speaks in the first person, 1607, in which

Lycophron is mentioned in the third person, cannot belong to the missing part of

it, though it must have covered the same ground. The Oxyrhynchus fragments

therefore belong to another speech delivered in connexion with this cause celkbre

of about 340 B. c.

From the British Museum papyrus it is known that the proceedings against

Lycophron took the form of an daayyikla, which in the first instance was brought

before the ^,? by the famous orator Lycurgus in the absence of Lycophron

from Athens on military service at Lemnos. In the fifth and the earlier half of
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the fourth century B. C, etVayyeAtat brought before the bos, either directly or

through the agency of the, were usually tried by the whole bij^os, as e. g. in

388 in the case of Ergocles, against whom a speech of Lysias is extant ; but after

361 the normal practice, as illustrated chiefly by the orations of Hyperides for

Lycophron and Euxenippus and that of Lycurgus against Leocrates, seems to

have been to refer such cases to a court of dicasts ; cf. Lipsius, Attisches Recht,

i. 176 sqq. Lycurgus is known from quotations to have composed two speeches

against Lycophron, and it is generally supposed that one of these was delivered by

himself before the whole ^^, while the other was written for delivery before the

dicasts by the chief plaintiff, a certain Ariston, this being the speech to which Hy-

perides' oration for Lycophron was the reply (Blass, Att. Beredsamkeit, iii. 59). The

line ofargument adopted in 1607 renders it impossible to regard the speech as the

Avork of Lycurgus, and there is some a priori probability that the author of it was

Hyperides. This orator was rather widely read in Egypt, for six of his speeches

are preserved more or less completely in four papyri from that country (682,

a fragment of a lost oration, may also belong to him), whereas, of his con-

temporaries other than Lycurgus, Demades and Dinarchus are not represented

in papyri, and neither Aeschines, who according to Pseudo-Plutarch 840 e wrote

only four speeches, nor Demosthenes, whose orations are nearly all extant,

is suitable as the author of 1607. Like Lycurgus, Hyperides may well have

taken part in the proceedings before the bos concerning Lycophron in addition

to the subsequent trial before the dicasts ; but the employment of the phrase

avbpes in 1607. 221-2, not avbpes' as in Lysias' speech against

Ergocles, is irreconcilable with the hypothesis that the bos as a whole was being

addressed. Lycurgus in his oration against Leocrates uses avbp^s, ^
and avbpes biKaarai indiscriminately, but in a speech delivered before dicasts, and

if Hyperides was the author of 1607 he must have written two orations for

delivery at the same trial, one (the British Museum papyrus) spoken by Lyco-

phron, the other (1607) spoken either by the author himself or by a third person.

The British Museum oration concludes with an appeal from Lycophron to a certain

Theophilus to speak on his behalf, and it is to this speech, also composed by

Hyperides, rather than to a speech delivered by Hyperides in the first person, that

we are disposed to attribute 1607. This hypothesis is distinctly supported by

internal evidence. Hyperides was censured by several ancient critics, particularly

Hermogenes, for carelessness in his choice of Ae^ets (cf. Blass, op. cit. iii. 25 sqq.),

and 1607 has several not strictly Attic expressions, which seem to be taken from

common life. Thus with an accusative (1. 28) and (1. 6g)

are not attested before Polybius, nor is^ (1. 6•^, .) with certainty before

Philemon, in 11. 32 and 76 is used in a manner approximating to its third
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century B.C. use as 'slave', and it is possible that^ in 1. 97 is used

de conaibitti^ which would be exactly parallel to the rare use of bLaXeyeaOaL in the

sense of rais ascribed to Hyperides by Moeris, p. 195 (= Blass,

Fr. 171). That quotation, together with two similar references in Pollux to

Hyperides' use of 6teiAey^ei;os, is assigned by Blass to the oration Trepl, but

the Moeris quotation might even refer to the present passage. There are also

several other agreements with Hyperides in points of diction; cf 11. 26, 71-3, 8a,

86-8, 108, III, 128, 220-3, nn.

Against the attribution of 1607 to Hyperides it may be urged that the

British Museum papyrus has the title at the end( virep Avpovos)
without the addition a or /3', and proceeds to the speech for Euxenippus, and the

ancient references to the speech for Lycophron (four in Pollux, one in Anti-

atticista in Bekker, Anecd. p. 97) do not mention more than one. But the British

Museum papyrus contains only three selected orations, and since the quotations in

Pollux and Antiatticista from the speech for Lycophron do not occur in it, they

might even refer to 1607, not to that speech. If there were two speeches for

Lycophron, sometimes distinguished as a and /3', the ignoring of that distinction

by Pollux and Antiatticista would be no more remarkable than the failure of

Harpocration in seven out of nine cases and of Suidas twice to state which of the

two speeches of Lycurgus they meant by ^. Moreover the title

of 1607 may have been something different from inrep '. Accord-

ing to Pseudo-Plutarch 849 d Hyperides composed 77 speeches, of which 52

were genuine. The titles of nearly 70 are known, and none of these is at all

suitable for identification with 1607, except possibly a speech which is vaguely

described by Pollux as^. But the scholiast on Aeschines, De falsa leg.

§ 18, gives the number of Hyperides' orations as 170, and though the figures

assigned by this scholiast to the speeches of the orators are in general less trust-

worthy than those of Pseudo-Plutarch, and in some cases (e. g. in regard to Lysias

and Isaeus) certainly corrupt, the figure 77 for Hyperides may well be too small,

while, even if correct, it leaves a small balance of unknown speeches, of which 1607

may have been one. That Athenian advocates sometimes composed two

orations for delivery by different speakers at the same trial is known from the two

extant orations of Lysias against Alcibiades, of which the second is not a reply

by the speaker of the first, and is not parallel to the second speech of Demosthenes

against Aphobus ; cf. Blass, <?/>. cit. i. 492. Though open to some difficulties, the

view that 1607 passed in Egypt as the composition of Hyperides offers the most

satisfactory explanation. Whether it was actually genuine is more doubtful,

in view of Pseudo-Plutarch's rejection of one-third of the speeches assigned to

Hyperides. While the first oration of Demosthenes against Stephanus is
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generally regarded as authentic, the second is not ; cf. Blass, op. cit. iii. 409 sqq.,

472-5. But against the hypothesis that 1607 is a later composition ascribed

to Hyperides must be set the apparent mention in 11. %\%-io of two individuals,

Anaschetus and Criton, who are known from an inscription of 340 B. c, the

approximate date of the British Museum speech.

We are indebted to Mr. Lobel and Dr. Hude for several good suggestions

in the restoration of this papyrus.

13 lines lost

\6\ 5i[o]/oy^ai

15 []/ [^\ ? [[]]'[] ^?
[€ve]K€v?[]^ ovre

[] ? () ^
2

[]

Fr. . Col. i.

25 TL ^̂
[]

3 )^
\•)(&\
[] [] [• . .]

[. .] [
5 or 6 lines lost

of corr.

Fr. I. Col. ii (complete)

40 [. . . .]
[]
[]
[\
[]

45 []^

[] [ ? • •] •

[ ]

50 [ ] • 9*' ^7"?

[ ] . [.]

Fr. 1. Col. iii (complete).[ ?

8 • [][]
[

[][][][ ] []
85[]
[] []



1607. HYPERWES {?), FOR LYCOPHRON 79

[ ] • ^^ ^^- •] •

[ ^
[9 ? ] ovSeno

re [...... . .]
T0[VT0£>L 8€]\^ ? \
[€€^ ?]

8[\ ye ei^e»/

6 9
Traivas? 9'
9 [] ? eye€

6' ^
?̂[

70 9 iSia[s

e^^ay [ev]€Ka'

[x]f{[pos Se] r)v klv

[^ e/ ? ]€
[ ]

75 [ >«/•

[[ ]
[ ]tT€LV

92. 1.[\.

€[]'
[€ ]€^]
^^^€

95^ [€] Ae[

yei ^•:^'[
eveK^v [ ? ?

fTya/jT] \^
TOO ^^^ e5ei ?[€€ ?

9[^ ?€[€9' e[

105 • "^^ ^\.[<?
[\€[€

re /xe[^ [[
[
€[

115 €[
€[[

95• Second of\'\ corr. from .

Col. i (top).

1 18 [ ]i/

[ ]voL

Fr. 2.

Col. ii (top) + Frs. 3 and 14 ?

{)€ //[[. . . .]
6 €\[9]9



8 THE OXYRHYNCHUS PAPYRI

"
. /1[€^[€ ?] €

30

3

140

145

] . vaei ye (^\[ . . .] . [.][
1 [ . .

]€' 165
[

]}/ [* . [

S'vra 2 lines lost

1 17° [. .]/| . . [

8 ]9 [

14



201

Fr.

]^[•]

]€[
][

1607. HYPERWESQ), FOR LYCOPHRON

4• 195^̂
/)[[]])70'

[
€

7£[

VP

8

Frs. 5 (top) + 4• Plate .
205^

[

[

€7[. ......

. [. . .

• [']'€ [9 ?

2 [t]ov9 <[€?[
€/[

/)[[;]]?([
/ceAeL'[ei

215 [
[] [[
[]9€[[

2 20 ay[€ [
Spes [[] €ie[Ta' [] ][

2 25 ?".'77[']
[ [. .

[. .jrots [. . .]\[. .

[' ' •- .
.]

. .
.

[•

.

Col. .

252 ]9

Fr. 8.

Col. .
259 [. •>«[

Fr. 6 (top).

yap [ e

\_

230 ' Tq[ e

[
[. .] ....

[• '] ^rep[

[. '] f[.] • < •
[

235 [. ']yT<o . .
[

[]^[ e

[•] € [
[•]_7 . €[
[]€ [

240 [. . . .] . [[]' .
[

[. .] ([
[• •] • 7[. .'.

[.] . . ^ [
245 [...].[

[ ]'9
[

Fr. 7.

[]$' [

[•'[
250 . [

Fr. 9.

265 ][
][

Fr. 12.

270 ] . €[
]{



82 THE OXYRHYNCHUS PAPYRI

]•
]ya

255 Jpy

]to

]ov



320

325

1607. HYPERIDES {?), FOR LYCOPHRON

res \€ Xe ? .
[

y^L .
[

e 360 8[ Fr. 19.

\\^
[

380 ]5[

coy e0[ .
[ ]5€[

340 ACOfy ay^a[ T/5e[ je .
[

ovv €[ [ ] .
[

[ 3^5 ^ea)[

;/• [ Fr. 20.

€X€i;^f[p Fr. 17. ] .
[

345 [.] .
[ 385 ][•] • [[ ][ ] [•

[ ] • ^ • [ ] • ^^ '''^'^

[ ] [ ]^^y ^'[

.
[

37° ^ •
[

] €[

350 ^?? .
[ ]<> eo-[ 390 ] • )^ .

.
[ ][ ][
end of col.

83

395

400

40;

Fr. .
Col. i.

. . .]

. . .] ye

. . ]9 avTovs

. . .][]9

. . ]€[/]
. . ]€
. . .]€
. . .] .

[

. . .]<: .
[

. . .] TTepL

]<^ "

. . .]€

. . .]]€

Col. .

8 [
.[
G 2

Fr. 22.

].•[

] [}][ ?] [
415 > . .

[]€
[

''] • • [

Fr. 23.

] €76[77

420 ][
]';9 .

[

] . [



84

4o6 [? ]v [
[ ]y [

Fr. 24•

]8.[] .
[

43 ][] .
[

][
] .[ •

435 ]r.[

Fr. 29•

. .[

455 ] ^e
[

' .[

10VS[
.Soi r . .

[

[jOS /xer .
[

460 ] .
[

] jais .
[

end of col.

THE OXYRHYNCHUS

410 [

PAPYRI

Fr. 34.

[
/[

.[

48 [
«[

[

485

F"r. 35•

] • L

>•[

]?[

•[



1607. HYPERIDES {?), FOR LYCOPHRON 85

Fr. 39.



86 THE OXYRHYNCHUS PAPYRI

a verdict of guilty ? He relies forsooth on the evidence of his relatives by marriage, Anas-

chetus, Theomnestus, and Criton, which it is your duty, gentlemen of the jury, to examine

with special care. For the vhole accusation (depends) on ...

'

18. []: cf. 11. 94, 1 73, 236.

19. (): cf. 11. 61-2.

24.^ : the subject is , sc. Ariston ; cf. int. p. 76.

26.^ : cf. Acschin. Defals. leg. 176. ^\\ is quoted from Hyperides by

Antiatticista ap. Bekk. Anecd. 79. 12.

30-1.^ : cf. 1. 43.

32. [\: cf. 1. 76 and int. p. 76.

33. Te[ : or [. The second letter may have been corrected.

48. ] . : e or can be read instead of o.

53-4.\[ .? ] : the reference might be to the age of dying husband (cf. 11. 80-3

and int.) ; but it seems more hkely that he is the subject not of] in 1. 55 but of the verb

in 1. 58, and that Lycophron is the subject as far as 1. 55. In that case the point of-[ would be that Lycophron was over 50 years of age when the trial took place, an

argument used in his defence on the charge of adultery in Lycophr. § 15.

56-8. The restorations are highly conjectural, but[ looks like a proper name, and

a mention of the husband, whose name is unknown, but who is called in 1. 80, is very

appropriate here, ^ is inadmissible in 1. 56.

63. ^'. this form, which is common in the third century e.g., occurs in the MSS.

of Plato, Phileh. 62 d (€€ {(€€' Stallbaum), and in two fragments of

Philemon; cf. Lobeck, Phryn. 109, and int. p. 76.

69. 7[]»;4 : cf. int. p. 76.

71-3. []6[5• fie] i]v mvyhvvos: cf Hyper. Epitaph. 17 61? TO Kivlvvtviw [7]€,
73. ft? \ : ^ is required to balance wv be in 1. 80, but may have come in 1. 76.

76. \^•. cf. 1. 32.

77-9. ]( is perhaps ^\( (cf 11. 14, 30, 92) and ] might be8] or

^], ihough neither form is classical, the best MSS. in Dem. vii. 40 having. But

[€], if that is the right restoration, does not fit in very well with a reference to digging

through the wall, are the.
8o. e^eji^o]»/ : cf. 11. 56-8, n. The first husband of the woman is similarly alluded to

in Lycophr. xlvi €7re]tSij\\} and xlvii ^^\\ ][]. ^ already projects for some distance into the margin, and there is no room

for [av after it, if av( be read in 1. 87 ; cf. n. ad loc.

82. 6[(] 8€([] : cf LycOphr. §17 8€.
86-8. : cf. Epitaph. 1 7 8eivu,

and Polyb. ii. 35 78 . There seems to be

no instance of Avith , but with the division av it is necessary

to suppose the omission of av in 1. 80.

97. 8(•. cf. int. p. 77.

98. The supposed stop after eveKev might be the beginning of r. For the supplements

in 11. 98-100 cf. 11. 60-2.

108. ([ : cf. 1. 2i6, Pemosth. i. 7, Euxenip. 12, 14, 27.

III. : a favourite Avord of Hyperides, occurring 11 times in his speeches.

128. [^: ci. AthetlOg. lO, 16.

159-62. It is very doubtful whether Fr. 14, containing the supposed ends of these

lines, is rightly placed here, for the colour of it is different, especially on the verso (cf. int.

p. 74), and at a junction with the upper margin of Fr. 2, which becomes necessary, the
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fibres of the recto do not harmonize very well. 01^\ ^\( is too short. [ is

possible, and ov may be the negative,

1 70-1. Fr. 3 seems to be rightly placed here, \6 is not unlikely in 1. 171

;

cf. 1. 81.

198. This line was probably the last of the column, which is already slightly longer
than usual (40 lines compared to 39 in Fr. i).

199-200. Cf. 11. 170-1, n.

201-4. Fr. 4 almost certainly belongs to 11. 224-7.
208. : the last two letters are very doubtful ; but cf. I. 205. ( cannot be

read.

218-20. The very rare name occurs also in C. I. A. ii. 804 Ba {'Av.^) in a list of Sureties in 340 b.c. for some triremes supplied to the

Chalcidians, the preceding name being , who is also mentioned in

C.I. A. ii. 807, and included among the by Aeschin. Conira Tiniarch. 156.

Probably these two persons are identical with/ and/ here. For/^
cf. Lycophr. § 2 to ' apyvpiov €[7]8 (sc. Ariston)', € rois^(, vnep, ; .

2 20—. []€ : cf. Demosih, viii. 22 \Jx(iv »]' [/ \\,
LycOphi'. § 1 1 ' . . . .•.

2 2 2—3• ^apep[y^ (('^] : cf. Athcnog. 1 3? Te . . . napepya.
228-31. It is not absolutely certain that these are the beginnings of lines.

236. [: cf. 1. 18.

283. [] [][] : the traces of the supposed are very slight and indecisive, but

a mention of Charippus, to whom Dioxippus gave his sister in second marriage, and who
figures largely in the charges discussed in Lycophr. §§ 3-7, is very appropriate ; cf int. p. 75.-^ or /30 ( is to be supplied at the end of the preceding column ; cf Lycophr.

§ 5 yap (sC. DioxippUs) ,
284. e]tr [][' : it is not certain that any letter is missing in the lacuna after e]is,

and the following vestiges would also suit ai[ or [ or possibly [, but Dioxippus was
victorious as a pancratiast at Olympia according to Plin. Nat. Hist. xxxv. 139 and others.

The date assigned to his victory by Foerster, Olymp. Sieger, no. 381, is 336 b.c, but there

is no very definite evidence for fixing the year, except the fact that Dioxippus went to Asia

with Alexander (Diod. xvii. loo-i), i.e. in 335 or 334, and died there, so that he cannot

have been at Olympia after 336. The oration of Hyperides against Lycophron is generally

assigned to 340 b. c, and if [];[' is right the victory of Dioxippus was more probably

in 340, or even 344, than in 336.

286-7. (:\\ :[\ does not suit the size of the lacuna.

288. The of has either been corrected from or else been inserted later.

289. The letter before seems to have been or with a stroke through it, and

the vestige of the preceding letter rather suggests or , so that probably the scribe began

to write or, but Corrected it.

313-16. Cf. 11. 159-62, n.

336—7. For[ Xejyet cf. 1. 95.

427-36. These are perhaps the beginnings of lines; but if so, projects into the mar-

gin of 1. 433.
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1608. Aeschines SocraticUS, Alcibiades.

Fr. 4 16x9-8 cm. Late second century.

Plate III (Fr. 4).

The source of these scanty fragments of a dialogue between Socrates and
Alcibiades, chiefly concerning the character of Themistocles, is shown to be the

Alcibiades of Aeschines Socraticus by coincidences with two of the six extant

quotations from that lost dialogue. Aeschines was one of the most important

followers of Socrates, being often placed by ancient critics next in rank to

Plato and Xenophon. His reputation rested not so much on his own con-

tributions to the development of his master's philosophy, which seem to have

been inconsiderable, but on the elegance of his style, which is specially praised

by Aristides and Hermogenes, and on the fidelity of his representation of

Socrates, which even led to the accusation in antiquity that the master, not the

disciple, was the author of the dialogues (Diog. Laert. Viia Aeschiuis, ii. 7).

The recovery of new fragments of the Alcibiades is therefore a matter of some
interest, especially in view of the current controversy initiated by Prof. Burnet

concerning the historical character of the Platonic Socrates.

The extant fragments of Aeschines' seven genuine dialogues have recently

been collected and discussed by H. Krauss (Teubner, 191 1) and more fully by
H. Dittmar {Philol. Untersnch. xxi. 191 2). Much the longest is Fr. i (Krauss)

of the Alcibiades from Aristides, orat. 46 (ii. 292 sqq., Dindorf) containing

a panegyric upon Themistocles addressed to Alcibiades by Socrates, and

concluding with a warning that even Themistocles', was not strong

enough to save him from disasters. Another passage in the same oration of

Aristides (ii. 369) not only supplies a second fragment (small), which Krauss,

following C. F. Hermann, assigns to a position immediately preceding Fr. i,

but gives a general description of the context of Fr. i, from which it appears

that Alcibiades was reduced to tears by the sense of his own inferiority to

Themistocles. Before the end of the dialogue, which was put into the form

of a narrative by Socrates, as is shown by the use of the first person in referring

to him, Alcibiades seems to have left, and Frs. 3 and 4 (from Aristid. orai. 45)
apparently belong to the conclusion of the dialogue, being part of an explanation

of Socrates' general point of view in relation to Alcibiades, addressed to an

unknown third participator in the conversation. Frs. 5 and 6, from Priscianus

and Athenaeus respectively, are unimportant ; but evidently the general drift of

the whole dialogue was similar to that of the (Pseudo-)Platonic Alcibiades, a

desire to curb the arrogance of Alcibiades. Aristides in fact contrasts the two
dialogues, to the disadvantage of Plato. There are also apparent allusions to
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Aeschines' dialogue in Cic. Tttsc. iii. 77 and Augustin, Dc civit. dei, xiv. 8
;

cf. Dittmar's Fr. 10, and pp. 99-103 of his edition. These indicate that Socrates

showed Alcibiades, who thought himself beatiis (^), that he was really

stidtiis (), and as such 7mser (aeXtos), with the result that Alcibiades

entreated Socrates to free him from turpitiido{) and teach him virUis

{).
Of the 19 (originally 25) fragments of the papyrus only six are large

enough to be of any value, and the longest continuous passage is less than

20 lines (11. 34-52). Fr. 5 (11. 77-87) contains after parts of 5 new lines

Krauss's Fr. 2, immediately followed, as he had correctly surmised, by the

beginning of his Fr. i. This is continued after a gap in Frs. 6 and 7, the latter

fragment containing the bottoms of two columns. Since the extent of the

missing portion of Fr. 7. ii is known to have been approximately 19 lines, there

were about 30 lines in a column, and probably Fr. 5, of which the upper margin

is broken off, is from the top of a column ; for Frs. 5, 6, and 7. i together account

for 30 lines. With regard to the position of the other fragments, none of them

belongs to the four columns immediately following Fr. 7. ii, all of which must

have been occupied by the remainder of the extant panegyric on Themistocles,

and internal evidence indicates that at any rate Frs. i, 2, and 4 preceded Frs. 5-7.

Fr. I is placed in that position because the reference to Themistocles in 1. 3 may

be the first introduction of his name into the discussion, which continues to be

occupied with him in Frs. 4-7. Socrates seems to have asked a question

reflecting on his interlocutor's (presumably Alcibiades') relations to his parents,

adducing as a parallel the bad relations of Themistocles to his parents—a remark

which draws a protest from Alcibiades (11. 1-6). The next question is concerned

with a different subject, whether people are first and or the

opposite, the second alternative being naturally adopted by Alcibiades (11. 7-15),

at which point the fragment ceases to be intelligible. The story that Themistocles

had been disinherited by his father, which is mentioned by Plutarch and other

writers (cf. 11. 38-9, n.), had in any case been alluded to by Socrates before Fr. 4,

in which Alcibiades is definitely stated to be the other speaker (1. 50) ; for in

11. 36-48 the latter expressed his surprise at the supposed disinheritance, and

vigorously condemned the character of Themistocles implied by such an incident.

There is an apparent connexion between this speech of Alcibiades and the

reference at the beginning of Socrates' panegyric on Themistocles (11. 85-7)

to Alcibiades' boldness in criticizing that statesman ; but Frs. 5-7 cannot be

combined with the remains of Fr. 4. ii, so that at least one column intervened

between Fr. 4. i and Frs. 5-7, though the gap is not likely to be wide. The

next question of Socrates (11. 48 sqq.) is incompletely preserved and somewhat
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obscure, as is the point of his remark in II. 34-6, which preceded the outburst

of Alcibiades and mentions Apollodorus' defence . This Apollodorus

is presumably the inseparable companion of Socrates who appears as the narrator

in Plato's Symposmm, and he seems to have taken part in the conversation in

Aeschines' dialogue. Though there is no reason to assign any of the remarks

in the extant portion of 1608 to Apollodorus, the two remarks from the end

of the dialogue (Frs. 3 and 4 Krauss ; cf. p. 88) may well have been addressed

to him : Anytus has been suggested there, but as a mere guess. The position

of Fr. 1 is more doubtful, since there is no apparent reference in it to

Themistocles ; but there seems to be a connexion between 7])/? in 1. 28

and a'no\oydQa in 1. ofi, so that Fr. 1 is likely to have preceded Fr. 4
with no very great interval. The first 5 lines of Fr. 5 apparently belong

not to a speech but, like the next 3, to a piece of narrative : Alcibiades,

who is meant by in 1. 83, is probably also indicated by( in 1. 79. Lines

82-136 correspond to Krauss's Fr. 2 and part of i. Here there are some small

variations between 1608 and the MSS. of Aristides, whose quotations do not

seem to be exact. In 11. 130-2, where the MSS. are corrupt, 1608 is incom-

pletely preserved, but does not seem to have been right ; cf. n. ad loc. The
papyrus as a whole is too short to prove much ; but such glimpses of Aeschines'

style as it affords indicate a close resemblance between his picture of Socrates

and Plato's in the earlier dialogues, and so far as they go rather support

Prof. Burnet's view that Plato was there giving a true representation of Socrates'

teaching.

1608 was found with 841-4, 1606-7, &c. The handwriting is a good-sized

elegant uncial of the sloping oval type, with a tendency to exaggerate the size

of and v. It is a somewhat later specimen of this type than 24 (Demosthenes,

: Part i, Plate vii) and 665 {History of Sicily : Part iv,

Plate i), but earlier than e.g. 223 (Homer E: Part ii, Plate i) and Schubart,

Pap. Graecae, 19 b (Hesiod, Catalogue), and probably belongs to the latter half

of the second century. Iota adscript was generally written. Changes of speaker

are indicated (perhaps not consistently) by double dots with or without para-

graphi, and two kinds of stops, a high and a low point, are employed, besides

occasional diaereses over initial and r. A mark of elision in 1. ^'^ seems to be

due to the original scribe, but an accent and breathing in 1. "^ are probably

by the (contemporary) corrector, who has altered mistakes in 11. 10, o^'] (?), and

42. A critical mark against 1. 138 probably refers to a lost marginal note. The
scribe seems to have been rather prone to omissions ; cf. 11. 10 and 48-50. The
fragments are or may be from the middles of columns, except where it is stated

otherwise.
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Fr. I.

. [ €/9 TOi;y

aeavTOV yov[eas yeye ?. oios w€p [0 0e

Xeyerat [
5 pi Tovs yo\y^a^ :€ € ![

rey : 7r[o]Tepov Se SoKei
[

^"]/ av\ay

(^\ iLvaL[
]^ [5
€[\• €[
[5] [9 :[] €

[[5] irporepov [
15 \^ :]\ . . .

[•]9[ ]^ [. . . .

[ ]^"f[

Fr. 4• Plate iii.Col. .

[> ]^[9 Se .[] [
353 € ^

: €*re[i

ri 6 € (>>\[ Fr. 4• Col. ii.\ Plate iii.

40 • . . .

€' ^^ €19

e^
45 eavTov [€•

6 7€[

:[
[

[

Fr. 2.

[ ]f[

[. . . .] [

2 []€€ €[ ....

• €
[[] <5e[

]€[

[. .]6 [
25 [.] [[ e

oi;T[e

j/ey \€[
3© €[

[•..•>^V[

Fr. 3.

32 ][

Col. i.Frs. 5, 6, 7.

(V [

€\[
ei^i[

80 [][[ €[€[€ € e

85 [€[€
[] €\[^

5 lines lost

[^ ][[ : ][
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65 [
Bapiov

{) €vpo]iTO : / .
[€]9 e [] €{) [

^]. [
€^ ?]oj/Toy 7° ^[

] . €[ ....]. [
].. [..;.].[••. .[

a letters ][.] [
II „ ]

.
[

?] / ei Se 15 [

] €
[

end of col, end of col.

95 [re e//eXtja[ei/ ori ;[
[^ rr/y /)]»? '[
[ri^y9] [[€ ] €[[ €LS ^ : ]
[ € ?]e €
[?^ : ]^
[ €€9 €]€€[ eTTi]^[^]9 «

05[ TToXjee[ \9
end of col.

Fr. 7. Col. ii.

19 lines lost.

126[ ][
[ ] 7[
[ eXeiJTrero

[€] irpouyev [
130 [?;5]ei OTL €1 ['?

[€]€ eKeivos [ttc

€[] ye [
/zey[e^oy

o[y]5[e]i/ ^ e/zeXAei' [
1 35^ ([

€ [
end of col.

Fr. II.
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Fr. 15.
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82-4. yvovs . . . (\€ == Aeschin. Fr. 2 ; cf. int. The MSS. of Aristides have

instead of ort\\<, and before some of the deteriores

insert, which was certainly omitted in the papyrus.

84-5. \^ : from this point up to 1. 136 the papyrus corresponds to the beginning

of Aeschin. Fr. i ; cf. int. After the MSS. of Aristides insert roivw, which is evidently

due to looseness of quotation.

93-8. These remains are on a separate fragment, and there is no external evidence for

their being near the ends of lines.

94-5. o\vv[ : ovv MSS. 1608 may have Omitted . The 6 of

(6\] COmeS above the of ]5• in 1. 96.

97. ]•. SO the 'deteriores', followed by Dindorf and Hermann. AET, which are

considered the best MSS., have , which is adopted by Fischer, Krauss, and Dittmar.

is, however, supported by Aristides xiv (i. 325, Dindorf) 6( yap m Xoyonomv

Tvepi TTJs^! 6 avhpa eva.

100. 7?]f : om. MSS.
105. 7roX]ee : SO MSS. Krauss and Dittmar, following Herodian, ii. 2, p. 696'] noXfi : Hermann, following ChocroboSCUS.

130—2. et fKe'ivois {eKfivos )^, ye\ (^ )
MSS. Dindorf: ft \( . . . Hermann: €t .^ . . . Reiske : el \. eKetvos . . . Krauss, Dittmar. Whether 1608
had [ or[ and[ or\ is uncertain ; but it apparently agreed with £ in reading

e/cetiOs (though eKeivoi[s is just possible), and certainly differed from all the MSS. and editors

in having instead of —a novelty which seems to be erroneous.

134. €(\ \^€\ev :^ MSS.
136. : om. MSS.
138. For the critical mark cf. int. p. 90.

154-7. Fr. 10 resembles Fr. 7. ii in colour, but does not occur in the text of the

missing portion of that column.

159. The supposed low stop after might be the lower of two dots marking a change

of speaker, in which case[ is not improbable.

162-5. This fragment is very likely to be placed above Fr. 9, but there is no actual

join.

1609. Philosophical Work (Eudorus ?). Metrological Fragment.

8 X •2 cm. Second century.

The recto of this papyrus contains 13 nearly complete lines from the

middle of a column of a lost philosophical work, with a few letters from the

preceding and following columns. It is written in a clear compact semiuncial

hand of the second century, which somewhat resembles that of 410 (Part iii,

Plate iv) and is not later than the reign of Marcus Aurelius, more probably

belonging to the reign of Trajan or Hadrian. A stroke in the middle of 1. la

indicates the beginning of a new section. The subject under discussion is

in mirrors, and the author, who alludes in 1. 13 to his commentary on the Timaeus

of Plato, and objects in 11. 16 sqq. to the views of Democritus, Epicurus, and

Empedocles, evidently belonged to the Academic school. The first commentator



1609. PHILOSOPHICAL WORK (EUDORUS?) 95

on Plato, was according to Proclus, In Tim. p. 24, Grantor of Soli in Cilicia, whose

discussion of the Timaeus is mentioned several times by Plutarch in his De
animae procreatione. But since Grantor was a contemporary of Epicurus and died

before him, he is unsuitable as the author of the papyrus, in which Epicurus is

ranked with Democritus and Empedocles. Another philosopher of the Academic

school, also mentioned by Plutarch, op. cit., in connexion with the Timaeus, is

Eudorus of Alexandria, who flourished about 25 B. c. and is generally thought

to have written a commentary on that dialogue, besides an encyclopaedic work

upon philosophy in general and a treatise on Aristotle's Categories. The
encyclopaedic work, of which a few fragments survive, is described by Stobaeus,

Eel. ii. 46 as ^^? ^^\, kv ^€. It was used extensively by Arius Didymus of Alexandria, a Stoic

philosopher with eclectic tendencies, and seems to have been a work of some

importance. The account of it given by Zeller, Gesch. d.griech. Philos. i. 612, who
considers that it collected the answers of the chief writers on the main problems of

philosophy, is quite in harmony with the papyrus. A difficulty with regard to

the attribution of 1609 to Eudorus, who naturally wrote in Attic, arises from

the occurrence of an Ionic form,?, in 1. 21. The context there, however,

and the occurrence elsewhere of several non-Ionic forms (oSy,;,?/?)
indicate that the author was in this case using Empedocles' language, though

76€9 cannot itself have occurred in hexameters.

On the verso in a different and larger semiuncial hand, which is not earlier

than A. D. 150 and may even be later than 200, are Ihe ends of 11 lines from the

middle of a column of metrological tables, similar to e.g. 9. verso and 669.

Some abbreviations and the usual symbols for drachma (1. 31) and \ (1. ) occur.

The amount lost at the beginnings of lines is uncertain, but seems to be

considerable in most, if not all, cases, and not much can be gleaned from the

fragment. As far as 1. 37 it is concerned with liquid measures, especially in

relation to the cyathus, weights being expressed in drachmae ; the last i\ lines

deal with the mina and its subdivisions. The /coyxjj, an uncommon measure, is

mentioned in 1. 30^ with a novel weight assigned to it. Details are discussed in

the commentary.

Recto.

Gol. i. Col. ii. Gol. iii.

hoKTi $€ e/cet []€ ov

10 67 eKeivov

em
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70V\ , ovu

. . . ev 9 €ls

]7 €[] SeL Se ei

li^oli/f 15 aKoveiv . .] [
]^€f ?^ [

5 1 . £/ [
\ \'\ 25 f[

]e£ . 20 [ [

]rr7 7€€9
[

' (if?) . . . and it (the image) seem to appear there. For it is not seen on that mirror,

but the reflexion to the person seeing (is seen). This, however, has been discussed in my
commentary on the Timaeus. An image ought not to be described as it is in the systems

of Democritus or Epicurus, or as Empedocles would say that emanations come off from

each of the objects shown in the mirror and . . . surviving . .
.

'

12. : IS practically Certain and the very faint traces of the two preceding letters

suit , but joining is a descending stroke which is superfluous and seems to be merely

a ligature. The stroke after is a mark of punctuation.

13. eis : i.e. in connexion Avith 71b oiop eV ^ tvttovs <ai Kciriheiv

: cf. 72 C.

1 4. Set : €1 is very cramped, and the was probably omitted originally.

16. For Democritus' theory of cf. SeXt. Math. ix. 19 he€€ . Epicurus' views are expressed in his EpisL i ap. Diog. Laert.

X. 46 sqq.

1 8. For Empedocles' views on cf. Ritter and Preller, Ill's/, phil. Graec. §§ 166 h,

19.^ is paSsivc ; cf. Plut. De plac. philos. 894 f -
(sc. '') aarepos. The middle IS the fomi COmmonly USed.

21. : cf. int. p. 95.

Verso.

27 ]ai[. . .] [{ ) . .

1 { ) € . [.]y

]<Tov ^[(]
30 [; ] ([]
[ ^ ?]f' S Se €^] € 8e /3

] €( ?)

]
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35 ] oy8oov€
S ^ // [[. .]]

[e^ei [ ?; S] /^- ^ ^f [

[S ?7 ? J«i ^ L"

27. KoiM( ) : ! is thus misspelled throughout, a circumstance which raises a doubt

whether sorne other forms are correct. The cyathus was regularly ^ of a, but of

varying weights and subdivisions.

29. Irrov : or leof.

29-31. The doubtful y of ey[a might be in both 1. 29 and 1. 30, but in neither

place is (\[ admissible. The restoration (-[\ 6] would suit 11. 34-5>

where might follow immediately after, but 11. 31-2 do not seem to be

concerned with the , and, since the break along the left side is praciically vertical,

it would be necessary to suppose that the beginning of 1. 31 projected by several letters

beyond 11. 30 and 35, while it is very difficult to restore the other lines, especially 11. 32-4,

on the hypothesis of a short lacuna or no lacuna at all at the beginnings. The occurs

together with as a medicinal measure in Hippocrates (Hultsch, Metrol. Script,

i. 75-6), and is equated by Hesychius and Photius to the, which is treated variously

as A Jq, i, or I of a cyathus. In the Cleopatrae tabula (Hultsch, i. 235 ; cf. 256) the

(\ is equated to the and contains lAcyathi, weighing 15 drachmae, while

the contains i cyathus, weighing 5 dr. The papyrus evidently gives the

weight of the as 18 dr.: the initial lacuna in 1. 31 may well have contained

a statement of the relation of this to a cyathus, Avhich presumably stood in the ratio

of I : i^ to it, especially as a cyathus of 12 drachmae is indicated by 11. 35-6 ; cf. n.

31. fx]et : or ay]ei 7roi]ji or (\.
31-2. TCT is presumably {), but there is room for a letter between e and the

vertical stroke which is supposed to represent the second r. is not known as a liquid

measure, but or occurs in Hippocratcs (Hultsch, i. 75'),

and is common in the sense of ^ or quartarius, i. e. \ or 3 cyathi.

The connexion of 1. 32 with the preceding line is obscure. Only eiatv is certain. ]opai

suggests ]., but IS the regular Greek form :\ is inadmissible. 8 of Se

is fairly certain (no figure in the thousands or hundreds will suit), but the following letter,

if e, is very cramped, ', i. e. {), could be read ; but in 1. 31 the ordinary symbol for

drachmae occurs and in 1. 36, where the figures seem to refer to drachmae, the preceding

abbreviation was different. The figure {?) probably refers to drachmae, and perhaps gives

the weight of a ; cf. 1. 31.

33-6. If the genitive {) in 1. 34 is right, these lines are clearly concerned with

a subdivision of the cyathus, the smaller measure being apparently i of it and_ weighing

li drachmae, which is in accordance with the weight ascribed to a in 1. 31, if

the cyathus in 1609 is, as usual (cf 11. 29-3 r,n.), | of a.. The smallest measures

for liquids were the, [),, or,, and,
but since the measure in question is neuter, the first two need not be discussed.^ The-

is sometimes, e.g. in the Cleop. tab., treated as weighing i drachma, i.e. yV^f a

cyathus there, but -^^ "^ ^^e cyathus in 1609; elsewhere (e.g. Hultsch, i. 238. 7) it weighs

3, \. e. 2 drachmae. The terms and do not occur in connexion with it,

but something like'\ {)[ (or, if it weighed twice the)! 8] [
—

|8 can be restored in 11. 33-5, though how the
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lacunae in 11. 35-6 were filled is in any case obscure, (Hultsch, ii. 198-9) is some-

what less suitable than. The piya has sometimes 2. sometimes 3 cyathi,

but elsewhere is 3*3 or -^ i. e. f or ^ cyathus, while the is -^^ ^^

^-^, i. e. 3^ or i cyathus, which is not very close to |- cyalhus. The or, which is rarely mentioned, is the same as the , and unlikely to be

distinguished as peya and : but two kinds of are known, the, which

Aveighed 4 drachmae in the C/eop. tab., but elsewhere 7 drachmae (Hultsch, i. 243. 8). and
the H-ovTiKOv, which weighed i drachma (Hultsch, i. 243. 9), so that\ is as good as\ in 1. 33. ovv is not very satisfactory, and the is uncertain; but to\{) there

is the objection that the tail of a ought to have been visible. In the absence of any known
measure of which the smaller size was |^ cyathus and weighed \\ drachmae, the name to

which ptya and refer and even the supposed connexion between 11. 34-6 remain

doubtful. The stroke before the figures in 1. 36 is smaller than that after in 1. 31 and
may belong to a letter (e. g. or ) above the line.

36-8. Cf the Chop. tab. (Hultsch, i. 234) i'xfi o(v)y(yias) ,()8 ... ^ .

1610. EphORUS, (or xi).

Frs. 12+13 1 5•2x9• I c"i• Late second or early third cen-

tury. Plate in (Frs. i, 4-6, 15).

These 60 fragments (originally about 70) of a lost historical work were found

with leil, 1619, &c. ; cf. 1619. int. They are mostly quite small, the longest

containing less than 20 complete lines-; but owing to frequent correspondences

with Diodorus xi. 59 sqq. a large amount of restoration is possible, and about

TOO lines in all are intelligible. In at least 16 cases the context of the fragments

can be established, and in spite of their unpromising appearance they constitute

a valuable find, especially since they deal with events in the Pentecontaetia,

which are for the most part outside the scope of Herodotus' history, and are only

briefly sketched by Thucydides.

The handwriting is a handsome upright uncial approximating towards the

biblical type, like 1234, 1365, and 1606, but more calligraphic than the first two.

1012 and 1611 are also written in similar hands, but smaller. The date of the

papyrus is not later than the early part of the third century and may go back to

the latter part of the second, being approximately A.D. 200. There are no

lection-marks except the common angular signs for filling up short lines, para-

graph!, and high stops. Pauses are sometimes also indicated by blank spaces.

The only correction is the deletion of the iota adscript of in 1. 104

:

elsewhere (11. 105 and 198, but not in 1. 60 ?) iota adscript was generally written,

and, so far as can be judged, the scribe was more careful than the average. The
lines were short, ranging from 12-17 letters and usually consisting of 14 or 15.

The height of the columns is uncertain. All the fragments come or may come
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from the middles of columns, except where it is otherwise stated. There is no

external evidence to show their order, and the chronology of the twenty years

following the battle of Plataea is in many points uncertain. The arrangement of

Frs. 1-16 in the text is based on the order of the corresponding passages in

Diodorus, and admits of little doubt. That Frs. 1-5 preceded 6 is clear from the

reference to a change of subject in 1. 37.

Of the three groups into which Frs. 1-16 fall the first, containing Frs. 1-5

(11. 1-35; cf. 11. 36-7), is concerned with Themistocles. The most intelligible of

them is Fr. 3, which comes from an estimate of his character and agrees very

closely with a passage in Diod. xi. 59, no fewer than 13 consecutive words being

identical; cf. p. 102. In Frs. 2 and 4 + 5 the division of lines is uncertain, and

the resemblances to Diodorus are less marked, especially in the second half of

Frs. 4 + 5, which does not correspond at all ; but the points of agreement with

Diodorus (cf. 11. 15-17 and 18 sqq., nn.) are sufficient to show that these frag-

ments refer to other parts of the same chapter as Fr. 3, and are to be placed

Fr. a shortly before Fr. 3, and Frs. 4 + 5 almost immediately after it. The small

Frs. 26 and 38 also may belong to the character of Themistocles ; cf. 11. 192-4

and 237-9, nn. Fr. i, in which Themistocles is mentioned in 1. 7, presents

greater difficulties, since not only are the ends of lines missing, but no direct

parallelism to Diodorus is traceable. Probably 11. 7 sqq. refer to the reception of

Themistocles by Xerxes at the Persian court, which in Diodorus precedes the

character of Themistocles, and the allusion in 1. 8 to the statements of ol 4 is

to be connected with the ancient discrepancies among historians as to both the

reigning king (Artaxerxes according to Thucydides and Charon, Xerxes accord-

ing to Ephorus, Dinon, and others), and the circumstances attending Themi-

stocles' arrival ; cf. 11. 7-12, n. That our author, like Diodorus but unlike

Plutarch, favoured views opposed to that of Thucydides is clear from his general

support of Diodorus, especially with regard to the accession of Artaxerxes (Frs.

15—16) ; but the influence of Thucydides' language is apparent in 11. 11-12 and

evident later in Fr. 6. It is also possible that Fr. 31 is to be connected with

Thucydides' and Diodorus' accounts of the presents of land made by the Persian

king to Themistocles (11. 213-14, n.), and Frs. 18 and 41 with Diodorus' account

of the adventures of Themistocles in Persia. Fr. 41 in that case comes shortly

before Fr. i (11. 246-8, n.), while Fr. 18, if the context has been rightly caught

(11. 140-5, n.), may be placed between Frs. i and 2, preceding Fr. ;^i, if that

fragment too refers to Themistocles.

The second group, consisting of Frs. 6-14, is concerned with Cimon's opera-

tions in the Aegean and Southern Mediterranean against the Persians, which are

summarized by Thuc. i. 98-100 and more fully treated by Diodorus and Plutarch.

2
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The end of a digression (i. e. the excursus upon the career of Themistocles) is

announced in 11. 36-7, and in 1. 37 a new section begins, just as in Diodorus, with

the departure of the Greek fleet from Byzantium. This town had evidently

already passed out of the possession of Pausanias according to our author, as is

also implied by Diodorus and Plutarch, but not by Thucydides, whose indefinite-

ness as to the date of Pausanias' expulsion (i. 131), coupled with a statement in

Justin ix. I that Pausanias held the city for seven years, has led to a controversy

whether the transference of Byzantium to the Athenians took place in 476 or

470 B, C. ; cf. Busolt, Griech. Gesch. iii. 96^. 1610 supports the earlier date. Our
author's account of the capture of Eion on the Strymon is clearly borrowed with

hardly any variation from Thucydides, Herodotus' story of the heroic defence of

the Persian governor being ignored. Diodorus here adds a sentence about the

Athenian projects, which is probably his own invention (cf. p. 1 03) ; but his

description of the capture of Eion is apart from some unnecessary verbiage

equally brief, being somewhat closer to our author than to Thucydides and

having the same general construction of the sentence (11. 37-46, n.). Plutarch's

account, based on Herodotus, is much longer.

The next event recorded is the capture of Scyros (1. 46), which is briefly

mentioned by Thucydides and Diodorus. Our author, however, seems to have,

like Plutarch, devoted much more space to this episode, which led to one of

Cimon's most popular exploits, the recovery of the bones of Theseus. After 1. 46

Fr. 6 breaks off ; but it is practically certain that Fr. 7, which mentions ' king

Lyco[medes] ', is from an account of the Theseus story introduced, as by Plutarch,

in connexion with Cimon's capture of Scyros (11. 49-51, n.), and probably Fr. "^^^,

which mentions the Pelasgians, is to be placed between Frs. 7 and 8. It is signi-

ficant that Diodorus' reference to the Pelasgians at Scyros is not only the sole

mention of them in Book xi, but is also, except the mention of Byzantium, the one

detail in his account of the operations at Eion and Scyros which is not ultimately

traceable to Thucydides.

After the capture of Scyros Thuc. i. 98, 3-4 proceeds to describe a war with

Carystus in Euboea and the revolt of Naxos before coming to the twofold battle

of the Eurymedon by sea and land (i. ico. i). Diodorus on the other hand,

ignoring the first two events, but mentioning Cimon's return to Athens in quest

of reinforcements, narrates the operations in Caria which led up to a naval battle

off the coast of Cyprus on the same day as the land-battle of the Eurymedon.

The inherent improbabiHty of Diodorus' account of the double victory, especially

on account of the distance of Cyprus from the Eurymedon and the night-attack,

which is a favourite stratagem in Diodorus' battles, has been generally recognized

and ascribed to his use of Ephorus ; cf e.g. Busolt, iii. 146^ Our author's
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account evidently agreed closely with that of Diodorus, but probably narrated

some events omitted by him ; cf. Fr. 39 for a possible reference to the Euboean
war. Fr. 8 is with the exception of a couple of words and a difference of order

identical with a passage in Diodorus' description of the Carian operations, while

Frs. 9 + 10. i + ^'^^ which narrate the sea-fight off Cyprus, are also couched in very

similar language. The numbers of the ships on both sides taking part in the

naval engagement agree exactly with the figures of Diodorus, the figure of the

Persian ships being practically in accordance with that ascribed to Ephorus by
Plutarch (350 Ephorus

; 340 1610 and Diodorus ; Phanodemus' figure, 600, is an

obvious exaggeration) ; but the number of ships captured by Cimon is stated to

have been 100, as in the metrical inscription which is quoted (no doubt from

Ephorus) by Diodorus and is perhaps represented by Fr. 48 (cf. p. 102), and in

Lycurgus and Aristodemus, whereas Diodorus himself gives the number as ' more
than 100

', being perhaps influenced by the different figure mentioned by Thucy-

dides (11. 63-76, n.). A detail omitted by Diodorus, the capture of a Persian

admiral, is recorded in 11. 'j^ sqq., and the remains of Fr. 10. ii do not clearly

correspond to any passage in Diodorus near this point, being too slight for certain

reconstruction (cf. 11. 77-8, n. for a suggestion). Probably they belong to the

early part of the description of the land-battle of the Eurymedon, and are to

be placed not long before Fr. 11, which records the killing of the Persian general

of the land-forces, Pherendates, in language practically identical with that of

Diodorus. This coincidence is of great importance for deciding the question of

the authorship of 1610, for from Plutarch it is known that Pherendates' name
occurred in Ephorus, from whom Diodorus no doubt obtained it ; cf. p. 106.

Frs. 12 + 13 continue the account of the land-battle, and since they constitute the

longest connected piece, afford the best material for a comparison between our

author and Diodorus. The general resemblance between them is very marked,

11. 94-101 presenting only trifling variants (cf pp. 103-4) ; in 11. 101-12 1610 gives

the more precise details about the destruction of the Persians, while Diodorus

enlarges upon the absence of the moon and its effects; cf p. 124. The small

Fr. 14 probably came immediately after Frs. 12 + 13 (1. 114 can even belong to

11. iia or 113), and describes one of Cimon's tactics in the land-battle in terms

similar to but not identical with those of Diodorus. Concerning the date of the

battle of the Eurymedon, which has been ascribed to various years between

470 and 465 B. C. (autumn of 468 Busolt), the papyrus gives no new information

beyond its general support of Diodorus, who assigns the engagement to 470, but

is very confused throughout the Pentecontaetia in adapting his authority,

Ephorus, to his own chronological system (cf p. no). It is noteworthy that 1610

agrees with Diodorus and Frontinus as to the locality of the two battles, while
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Polyaenus, has been sometimes supposed to represent Ephorus on this point

more exactly than Diodorus (Busolt, /. c), inverts the scene, ascribing the land-

battle to Cyprus, the sea-fight to the Eurymedon (11. 62-76, n.). The battle of

the Eurymedon tended in ancient times to become confused with Cimon's later

operations at Cyprus in connexion with the Egyptian expedition, and all details

of later historians concerning it which are inconsistent with the statements of

Thucydides are usually rejected. The small Fr. 48, if it belongs to the inscrip-

tion about Cimon's victories which is quoted by Diodorus, is to be placed after

Fr. 14 (11. 267-9, n.), and Fr. 28 also perhaps refers to the land-battle of the

Eurymedon, coming shortly before Fr. 1 1 (11. 200-2, n.).

After the battle of the Eurymedon Diodorus (xi. 63-8) proceeds to narrate

first the revolt of the Helots and Messenians from Sparta, secondly the war

between Argos and Mycenae, and then turns to Sicilian affairs before reverting

to Persian. The corresponding portion of 1610 is missing, unless Fr. 43 refers to

the revolt of the Helots (11. 252-4, n.), and Fr. 41 to the Argive-Mycenean war

(11. 246-8, n.).

The third section of the papyrus consists of Frs. 15 and 16, which both refer

to Persian affairs. Fr. 16, which relates to the plot of Artabanus to kill Xerxes

and seize the throne, is almost verbally identical with Diodorus. The context of

Fr. 15, which mentions Artaxerxes, is not quite certain owing to the incomplete-

ness of the lines ; but most probably this fragment too is concerned with the plot

of Artabanus, and immediately preceded Fr. 16, affording apparent points of

contact with both Diodorus and Justin (11. 119 sqq., n.).

With regard to Frs. 17-62, Fr. 53 has been assigned to 11. 67-9 (p. loi), and

the most likely positions for Frs. 26 (p. 99), '^^ (p. 100), and 48 (p. 102) have been

indicated, while suggestions have also been made for the possible context of

Frs. 18 (p. 99), 28 (p. 102), 31 (p. 99), 38 (p. 99), 39 (p. loi), 41 (p. 99),

and 43 (p. 102). Fr. 17 seems to belong to a geographical description

of some place in connexion with a battle, being comparable e.g. to Diodorus'

description of Plataea, but referring to a different place (11. 134-9, n.). The
remaining fragments contain hardly any complete words, and no more instances

of a clear correspondence with Diodorus have been detected.

The relation of our author to Diodorus will be made clearer by the following

table of agreements and contrasts.

(i) Exact correspondences of 1610 wiih Diodorus. 11. 18-22 {Uavov \
TTJs 77€9 6e 77^ tcls (Keivov) ;

3°"^(€ . . .

TTpos () ;
^6-6( . . .^ € (

[€€, vith a slight alteration in the order ; v. tn/.)
;

63-9 (] [ ^ €\[] ....[]^ tt]p[os]



1610. EPHORUS, XII {OR XI) 103^^ \[\ with slight variations in the order ; v. inf.) ; 84-8{ ] . . . [€p€vb]v ^€[] . . . [45 h }]) ;

94-8( T7J9 rjirdpov . . . Trpoy ras vavs) ; 267-9 (perhaps from
a metrical inscription of 8 lines quoted by Diodorus ; cf. p. 102).

(2) Inexact correspondences with Diodorus (additions of Diodorus other than

verbal changes are in round brackets).

Line. 1610.

16-17 ''"'s] [? \ 'i.py(i^

22-5 Til's ^ '
27-9 (][ ][
3© [€]
^7 • . .] '€[€]
37-46'« €^ -^ [],

. . .

58-60 ex T^s*9 ^
63-6 \ [ ] [

][)(\
66~7]9]
69-75^.9 6e •7; \p6vov?€ vbv€ov-(€ ' avrois -8 ctXe

85

Diodorus.

Tis bk rot? Ipyot? . . .€
€€€

. { bvav TrapabovTCs€4€ € '
\ ,

be ^ en-
pais^.) ovtos bk

€v (so Reiske ; iv. MSS. ; €. is suggested by
the parallel in 1610) im

'/, €^^ (\€,^ e^e-' -€€ .
€ '... . bap€v .

. ^.
' {' )

€ ^,
{^) b\

avbp { irepov)
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93 ?] ^.\ Jires

94 [dutrjre€3
g6 y^yovivai

98-101 '^ eirat -
101—12 bi] ^ -

avTovs exorras(?)

bid

elvai,

$ (
r?]s be vvKTos( .<-

( iv ^)^
?? , €^ .^ bva^ bvaa
TTepiTTLTiTovTes' - Ibelv. ^

[€][
aijTols ([TiineaovTa]

114-18 restoration uncertain

124-6 [^(](5
128-32 €\[ ....]. ~pds

Cf. 11. 14-16, .
eKpivtv . . . . els eaveaa.

-€5 be[ eivoij\ov] 0[7/- . evv. ? .\ \
(3) Omissions in Diodorns. 11. 7~4 (different accounts of Themistocles'

reception by Xerxes); 15, 25-6, and 32-5 (sentences in the estimate of Themis-

tocles); 47-51 and 228-30? (the episode of Cimon's recovery of the bones of

Theseus)
; 57 {€) ; 75—6 (capture of a Persian admiral) ; 87 () ;

119-22 and 125-7 (details of the plot of Artabanus). Besides these 11. 1-7,

^2-5, 77—83, 111-13, and 134—9, all of which are incomplete and obscure, seem to

belong to passages not corresponding to anything in Diodorus, as is also the case

with many of the minor fragments.

Where 1610 and Diodorus agree as to the sense, but express themselves

differently, sometimes one, sometimes the other is longer ; but on the whole

Diodorus in the chapters covered by 1610 is distinctly the shorter of the two,

details and even whole episodes which occur in 1610 being absent in his work.

We postpone the discussion of the few passages in which he is fuller than 1610,

until the question of the authorship of the papyrus has been decided (cf. p. iii)

;

for the present it is sufficient to point out that none of Diodorus' additional

sentences or phrases contains anything striking or implies any real divergence

from 1610, except perhaps in 1. 74 {-TrXeiovs for leio's with regard

to the number of ships captured by Cimon off Cyprus). Beside the conspicuous

points of agreement the differences between 1610 and Diodorus, apart from his

omissions, in any case appear trivial.

The remarkably close resemblance between our author and Diodorus must
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be explained in one of three ways. Either one of the two writers was copying

the other, or they derived their common information from the same source, i. e.

from the historian who is now always supposed to underlie Diodorus' account of

the Pentecontaetia, Ephorus. Between these alternatives the choice admits in

our opinion of hardly any doubt. The agreements between 1610 and Diodorus,

which sometimes amount to the identity of a whole sentence and extend over not

only the narrative but moral reflexions upon the character of individuals, are too

marked to be explained satisfactorily by the hypothesis of a common source

;

and there is no historian among Ephorus' contemporaries and successors who has

any particular claim to be regarded as the author of 1610. Theopompus, apart

from the great antecedent improbability that he would slavishly copy Ephorus

(or Ephorus him), dealt with the Pentecontaetia in an excursus upon Athenian

demagogues in Book of the (Fr. 90 Grenfell-Hunt), whereas 1610 has

all the appearance of belonging to a comprehensive history of Greece. The

detailed description of the plot of Artabanus (Frs. 15-16), which is probably in

part derived from Ctesias (11. 119 sqq., n.), does not at all suggest an?, and

Phanodemus at any rate is excluded by his divergence from 1610 as to the size

of the Persian fleet in the sea-fight off the Eurymedon or Cyprus (11. 62-76, n.).

Callisthenes—apart from the fact that his histories primarily dealt with the fourth

century B.C.— is excluded by his disagreement with 1610 on the subject of the

name of the Persian general of the land-forces in the battle of the Eurymedon

(11. 84-8, n.). Of the historians (other than Ephorus), who according to Plut.

Tkemist. 27 (cf. 11. 7-12, n.) represented Themistocles as a suppliant to Xerxes,

like 1610, Dinon and Heraclides wrote histories of Persia, not of Greece,

Clitarchus an account of Alexander's Asiatic campaigns. Cratippus, whose

claims required to be considered in connexion with the Hellenica Oxyrhynchia

(842), wrote a continuation of Thucydides. 1610 might conceivably be the work

of another historian of about the age of Diodorus, following Ephorus with equal

fidelity ; but it is much more likely that the agreements between 1610 and

Diodorus are due to the circumstance that one Avork was the immediate authority

for the other.

The hypothesis that 1610 is based upon Diodorus may safely be dismissed.

The papyrus was written only about two centuries after him, and the view that

it represents the work of a historian of the Roman period, who was copying

Diodorus, is open to several objections. Of Diodorus himself there are no extant

papyri and Plutarch is equally unrepresented. The circulation in Egypt of the

works of the later Greek historians was evidently rather limited, and about

A.D. 200 people still preferred the more famous writers (cf. p. no). The partial

survival of Diodorus, who is never cited by heathen writers, though the title of
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his history was known to Pliny, is due to the circumstance that his work happened

to suit the Christians (Schwartz in Pauly-Wissowa, Realencycl. v. 664) ; and to

suppose that he served as the main authority for another and still more

elaborate history of Greece composed not later than A.D. 150 is to attribute to

him an importance to which he has no claim. 12, a historical composition of the

Roman period in Egypt, illustrates the kind of synchronistic Graeco-Roman
annals which \vere utilized by Diodorus (cf. Schwartz, op. cit. v. d^^^ but bears

no resemblance to 1610. A survey of the differences between our author's and
Diodorus' accounts of the same events (cf. pp. J03-4) is distinctly unfavourable

to the hypothesis that 1610 is the later of the two. Thus in narrating the

capture of Scyros our author is much more detailed, describing incidents which

are ignored by Thucydides and Diodorus, but not by Plutarch. The new details

in 1610 concerning the sea and land battles near the Eurymedon, though perhaps

of no great historical value, at any rate indicate a serious historian of a higher

calibre and distinctly better informed than Diodorus. There is every reason to

suppose that our author was earlier, not later, than Diodorus, and the way is now
clear for a discussion of the remaining hypothesis, that Diodorus was copying our

author, who is no other than Ephorus himself.

The identification of our author with Ephorus is supported by many con-

siderations, (i) Ephorus was a well-known and popular writer, extensively used

by writers of the Roman period, so that his works would be expected to turn up

in Egypt.

(2) The most important argument of all is that 1610 coincides Avith Ephorus

and Diodorus both as to the visit of Themistocles to Xerxes, not Artaxerxes

(cf. p. 99), and the name of the Persian general Pherendates (11. 84-8, n.), while

1610's and Diodorus' figure (340) of the ships in the Persian fleet in the sea-battle

off Cyprus is practically identical with the figure (350) ascribed to Ephorus

(11, 62-76, n.). The slight difference may well be due either to a corruption in

the MSS. of Plutarch {v for ), or to a rounding-off of Ephorus' figure by that

writer. These three are the only extant pieces of direct evidence concerning

Ephorus' narrative of the events covered by the papyrus, and the coincidence

with regard to Pherendates, whose name is a certain restoration in 1. 86, is

particularly weighty.

(3) The close relationship between 1610 and Diodorus, though this resem-

blance often extends beyond the point which with the scanty available evidence

could hitherto be proved as regards Ephorus and Diodorus, is in the main such

as has been generally considered to exist between those two historians ; cf. pp. 105

and 1 1 1-2 and Schwartz, op. cit. v. 679.

(4) The general relation of 1610 to Plutarch, \vho has been thought (e.g. by
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Busolt) to have followed other historians, e.g. Theopompus, Heraclides, and

Callisthenes, more than Ephorus in dealing with the Pentecontaetia, is also quite

in keeping with what would be expected to be found in Ephorus. Particular

statements of Plutarch with regard to Ephorus are verified (all three pieces

of evidence discussed in (2) are obtained from Plutarch) ; but as a rule Plutarch

preferred a different authority, though his account of Cimon's recovery of the

bones of Theseus may have been obtained from 1610 (11. 49-5 1> "•)•

(5) The traces of connexion between 1610 and (i) Justin (11. 119 sqq., n.),

who certainly used Ephorus, (2) Polyaenus, (3) Frontinus (11. 62-76, n.), and

(4) Aristodemus (11. 7-12, 62-76, nn.), are such as would be expected to occur, if

Ephorus is the author.

(6) The account of the capture of Eion in 1610 (11. 37-46, n.) is borrowed

straight from Thucydides, whom Ephorus is supposed to have used. Elsewhere

he differs conspicuously from Thucydides, as was known, with regard to two

incidents which occur in 1610, the appeal of Themistocles to Xerxes and the sea-

fight off Cyprus (11. 7-12 and 62-76, nn.), an apparent indirect allusion being

made to Thucydides' account of the former incident.

(7) The arrangement of the narrative in 1610, in which events are evidently

grouped not annalistically as in Thucydides, but rather according to subject, is in

accordance with the definite statement of Diodorus v. i concerning the arrange-

ment adopted by Ephorus( yivo's : cf. p. no).

(8) The disposition of our author to digress and moralize, which is illustrated

by his excursus upon Themistocles, is quite in harmony with Polybius' reference

(xii. 28) to Ephorus' fondness for irap^Kfiaaeis and.
(9) The interest shown by our author in antiquarian lore, exemplified by

the excursus on Theseus (p. 100), accords very well with Ephorus' known interest

in that subject (cf. Schwartz, oJ>. cit. vi. 13).

(10) The prominence of the Athenians in 1610 is in keeping with the

supposed sympathies of Ephorus (cf Schwartz, op. cit. vi. 14), though these have

been disputed (cf. Walker, Hell. Oxy. 107).

(11) The historical arguments are to some extent reinforced by linguistic

evidence, for there is a general similarity of style between 1610 and the extant

fragments of Ephorus. Actual quotations of his words are very few, but there

are occasional agreements in them with 1610 in points of diction (cf. 11. 26, 94-9,

I03-4, 1 14-16, nn.), though these are not very striking. The careful avoidance

of hiatus (cf. 11. 59-60), the monotonous frequency of antitheses, and a decided

tendency to verbosity, especially in the reflexions upon Themistocles, accord very

fairly with the judgements of ancient critics upon Ephorus' style
;

cf. Cicero,

Hortens. Fr. 12 qiiid . . .. Ephoro mitius inveniri potest ?
',
Brut. 204 lenissimupt
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Ephori ingenmni ; Dio Chrys. xviii, p. 283? 5e -, €€ €€. The digression

on Themistocles, if, as is practically certain, the whole of Diod. xi. 58. 4-59 was
taken with very little change from our author, contains somewhat more rhetoric

than would be expected to appear in Ephorus, and is nearer to Frs. 317 and 283
(Grenfell-Hunt) of Theopompus, which also have a series of rhetorical questions,

than to anything in Ephorus' extant fragments. But for reasons which have

been given (p. 105) Theopompus is quite unsuitable as the author of 1610, and in

spite of the well-known saying of Isocrates about his two illustrious pupils that

Ephorus required the spur, Theopompus the bit, the two disciples of that master

probably had many rhetorical devices in common.
Our conclusion therefore is that at last there is a papyrus which, especially

in view of its coincidences with fragments of Ephorus, and its close agreements
with Diodorus, can be ascribed to Ephorus with overwhelming probability.

The books of Ephorus' which dealt with the period round that

which is covered by 1610 were x-xiii ; cf. Schwartz, op. cit. vi. 5. Fr. 107 (Muller)

from Book is concerned with Miltiades at Paros and belongs to the interval

between Marathon and Salamis. A fragment from Schol. Aristid. p. 515. 22

(Muller, FHG. iv. 642) refers to the fine of 50 talents imposed on Miltiades

and paid by Cimon when a young man (Plut. Cimon 4), i. e. before the events

recorded in 1610. The scholiast gives as his source "Y.^opQ<i Iv \], which is

usually corrected to ^??. There is also a difficulty about the number of the

book in Eph. Fr. 109 ; for his discussion of various opinions upon the causes of

the rise of the Nile is ascribed by most MSS. of Theo Progynin. to Book xi, but

one MS. has Iv ?}:\ in the margin, and Joannes Lydus, in referring to the

same discussion, attributes it \\ -, which has been usually corrected, as in

the other case, to •€•)]. Muller accepts €7] as right on the reasonable,

and in our opinion sufficient ground that Book was geographical and is

known to have been concerned with Asia and Libya ; but Schwartz (/. c.) accepts

^], suggesting (what does not seem very probable) that an excursus on

Egypt may have occurred in connexion with the revolt of Inarus, which is

narrated by Diodorus in the chapters immediately following those corresponding
to Frs. 15-16 of 1610. After Fr. 109 there is no fragment of Ephorus which can

be assigned with certainty to a particular event and book until Fr. 126 from
Book xvii is reached. This records the death of Alcibiades and corresponds
to Diod. xiv. II. Fr. no, however, a mention of a Sicilian island in

Book xii, is doubtfully connected by Schwartz (I.e.) with the expulsion of

Thrasybulus from Syracuse in about 466 B.C. (Diod. xi. 68), and Fr. 124, a

mention of"^ in Sicily in Book xvi, is thought by him to refer probably
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to the early history of Dionysius (cf. Died. xiv. 9). It is therefore not clear to

which book 1610 belonged ; but evidently xi or xii is the most suitable.

The new discovery in any case adds fresh fuel to the controversy concerning

the authorship of two other papyri from the same site, the Hellenica Oxyrhynchia

(842) and a fragment concerning the Orthagoridae in Sicyon (1365). In our first

edition of 842 we discussed the claims of Ephorus, Theopompus, and Cratippus

to be regarded as the author, and eventually decided doubtfully in favour of

Theopompus, a hypothesis which was advocated by E. Meyer and found con-

siderable favour in Germany, but very little in this country. The claims of

Cratippus were formerly advocated by Walker {Klio '. 356-71) and are still

supported by the latest editor of the Hell. Oxy., J. H. Lipsius. The case for

Ephorus has been well stated by Judeich (Rhein. Mns. 1911. 94-139), and more
fully by Walker {Hell. Oxy. 19 12), whose able advocacy has gained many
adherents. With regard to 1365 our view that Ephorus (or Aristotle ?) might be

the author has been disputed by M. Lenchantin de Gubernatis {Atti Ace. Torino,

li. 290-305), on the ground that the oracle mentioned by Diodorus referred to

Andreas himself, implying that he was to be the first tyrant, whereas 1365 states

that Andreas' son Orthagoras was the first tyrant. This objection, however,

does not seem to us insuperable, for Diodorus' words are on ^^€ €. avrovs.€ tls^ ^^^ €€€ . . .,

which points to the? (Orthagoras) as the important person.

The authorship of 842 is too large a question to be adequately rediscussed

here, but the main bearings of the new find upon the problem, assuming that we
are right in attributing 1610 to Ephorus, may be indicated. Firstly, the agree-

ments between 842 and Diodorus, which could only be explained by his direct

or indirect use of the author of 842, and which constituted the most solid

argument in favour of the view that Ephorus was the writer in question (cf. Part v.

125-7 5 Walker, op. eit. 50 sqq.), are less marked indeed than the correspondences

of 1610 with Diodorus in Frs. 3, 8-1 1, 16, but are on much the same level as

those in Frs. 4-6, 12 + 13, 15. Secondly, the relation of 842 to Plutarch and
Justin is similar to that of 1610 to those authors. In both papyri the connexion
with Plutarch is slight, but their influence upon Justin is traceable. Thirdly,

the scale of the history in the two papyri is not dissimilar, when allowances are

made for the comparative paucity of evidence for the more ancient period. 1610,

though its account of the capture of Eion reproduces the brevity of Thucydides,

not the details of Herodotus (cf. 11. 37-46, n.), was evidently on a large scale,

being even more detailed than Diodorus, so far as can be judged. Hence the

discovery of 1610 goes some way to remove the supposed difficulty (cf. Part v,
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I. c, and in answer to it Walker, op. cit. 32 sqq.) that Ephorus' history was less

detailed than 842. Fourthly, while in 842 the narrative was arranged chrono-

logically in the style of Thucydides, in 1610 the arrangement bears no sign of

being annalistic, and was evidently to a large extent according to subject;

cf. p. 107. Here 1610 rather damages the position of Judeich, who {pp. cit. no)

minimized one of the chief difficulties in the attribution of 842 to Ephorus, the

fact that according to Diodorus v. i Ephorus' history was arranged yivos,

and maintained that Ephorus did write more or less annalistically. Walker's

position, on the other hand, is less affected, for he had acutely divined {op. cit. 30-1)

from Diodorus' account of the Pentecontaetia that Ephorus' account of it was

arranged according to subject, not annalistically, just as in fact 1610 shows it to

have been with regard to two of the three incidents selected by Walker as

evidence (Themistocles in Persia, and Cimon's operations up to the battle of the

Eurymedon). This divergence, however, between 1610 and 842 (which belongs

to Book xviii, if it is by Ephorus) remains something of a difficulty in spite

of Walker's arguments {op. cit. 3a sqq.) for the view that in the later books of

Ephorus greater respect was paid to the annalistic method. Fifthly, speeches

in the style of Thucydides do not occur in either papyrus, but each of them has

at least one excursus (842 on the Boeotian constitution, 1610 on Themistocles
;

that in 842. on the character of an individual is too incomplete to be at all

intelligible). Lastly, there are rather more agreements in diction between

1610 and 842 (cf. 15-17, 56-61, 73-4, 24-9> ioi> I04. i^i, 123, nn.) than

between 1610 and the extant fragments of Ephorus (cf. p. 107), which owing to

the length of 842 is not surprising, and the general style of 842 is not unlike

that of 1610.

With regard to 1365, the circumstance that the parallel account in a frag-

ment of Diodorus breaks off just before the point at which the papyrus begins

prevents us from knowing the extent of their resemblance ; but they combine in

most respects remarkably well. The fondness for the genitive absolute and the

repetition of the article with an adjective placed after a substantive, which were

noted (Part xi. 107) as characteristics of 1365, do not appear in 1610, but the

general style is not at all dissimilar. The wide range of the library to which 1610

belonged and, to a less extent, that of the library containing 842 (1365 was found

with only a couple of Homeric fragments) render us unwilling to lay much

stress on the circumstance that all three papyri, which are approximately con-

temporaneous, come from the same site. In about A. D. 300 copies of most of

the Greek authors of the first rank and many of the second and third were

probably still in circulation at Oxyrhynchus. But the historian who would be

expected to come next in popularity to Herodotus, Thucydides, and Xenophon
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is Ephorus, not Theopompus, whose works had already begun to perish in

Diodorus' time (Theop. Fr. 28 Grenfell-Hunt, irpos tols^
( TT€VT€ bLavoLv) ; and if, as we are rather disposed to infer from the joint

connexion with Diodorus, 842, 1365, and 1610 are the work of one author, he is

certainly Ephorus.

To summarize the chief points of value in 1610 from the point of view of our

identification of its author with Ephorus, (i) the most important is that it enables

us to realize for the first time at all adequately the debt of Diodorus, particularly

in Book xi, to that author. That the younger historian was under great

obligations to the older has long been supposed, but, since Diodorus also used

various other authors, the extent and method of his use of Ephorus, whose name
he rarely mentions, had nearly always to be guessed rather than proved. That
he sometimes incorporated whole sentences or even chapters with little or no

change, at other times merely paraphrased or abbreviated his main authority,

compressing some details and omitting some episodes altogether, but adding, so

far as 1610 goes (cf. pp. 102-4), hardly anything of his own, is not only new
but very valuable information. Where Diodorus is perceptibly longer than or

different from Ephorus in 1610, the new matter is probably in the main an

amplification introduced for the sake of variety (11. 37-46, loi-io) or a mere
rhetorical exaggeration (11. 69-75), though in regard to the latter passage some
of Diodorus' variations may be due to deference for Thucydides (11. 62-76, n.).

It is particularly instructive that Diodorus' account of the twofold battle of the

Eurymedon, which is just one of the cases where his precise relation to Ephorus
was most in doubt owing to the divergent evidence of Polyaenus (11. 62-76, n.),

proves to be on the whole a very faithful reproduction of the older historian, and

that a digression such as that in Diod. xi. 58. 4-59 on Themistocles is now
shown to have been borrowed almost verbally from Ephorus. Evidently

Diodorus was a writer of very slight originality, and a future editor of Ephorus'

fragments will be able to include most of Diod. xi with confidence. His debt

to Ephorus in that book is almost as great as are his obligations to Agatharchides

in iii. 12-48, where a comparison of Diodorus with the excerpts of Agatharchides

riept kpvdpas preserved by Photius shows that everything in Diodorus

down to the most minute details is borrowed from the older writer. Theopompus

on the other hand, so far as the Pentecontaetia is concerned, does not seem to have

been utilized to any serious extent by Diodorus. The effect of 1610 upon

the criticism of other books of Diodorus, especially xii-xv, is also likely to be

considerable, but the discussion of these falls outside our present scope. It is

clear, however, that much of Diodorus' work, which could be ignored, so long

as his statements were regarded as merely those of a writer of the Augustan
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age, will henceforth have to be treated with the respect due to the celebrated

fourth century B. c. historian whom he was to a large extent copying.

(2) There is now much more material for estimating the scale of Ephorus'

history of the fifth century B. C. Diodorus seems to have incorporated most of

the essential parts, but by no means all the details and digressions, and Ephorus,

as is shown by the account of the land-battle of the Eurymedon and the plot of

Artabanus, evidently wrote at very considerable length, though his account

of the capture of Eion ignores the material available from Herodotus, and the

sea-fight off Cyprus is described in a few lines. His system in dealing with the

Pentecontaetia v/as to group events by subjects, not by definite years, an

arrangement which led Diodorus into great confusion about the chronology of

this period. But in dealing with the fourth century B. c, which occupied the

second half of Ephorus'. he may have employed a different method.

(3) With regard to the sources of Ephorus, 1610 exhibits one clear case of

direct borrowing from Thucydides (11. 37-46, n.), and an apparent reference to

him in an allusion to authorities vaguely described as ol (1. 8, .) ; but in

other respects 1610 comes into marked conflict with him ; cf. p. 107. Herodotus

is not utilized in connexion with the capture of Eion, and Frs. 15-16 do not

display any verbal connexion with the of Ctesias, though Diodorus'

language in a passage in this context betrays a use of that author ; cf 11. 119 sqq., n.

There is now more reason than ever to suppose that the metrical inscription

upon Cimon's victories was quoted by Diodorus from Ephorus (11. 267-9, n.).

(4) Of later writers, other than Diodorus, who dealt with the Pentecontaetia,

Plutarch kept Ephorus' history in view, but preferred to follow other authorities,

while echoes of Ephorus are found in Justin, Aristodemus, Polyaenus, and

Frontinus (p. 107).

(5) For Ephorus' style the evidence is still scanty, and it is difficult to judge

it fairly from fragments so discontinuous and brief as those in 1610. But it does

not seem to have been much better than that of Diodorus, the leading charac-

teristics of it being easiness, verbosity, and tameness, with a tendency to

break into rhetoric (cf. pp. 107-8).

(6) The discovery of 1610 affects many points in the controversy concerning

the authorship of 842, and to a less extent that of 1365. On the whole it rather

supports the attribution of 842 to Ephorus, since it tends to remove the difficulty

caused by the elaborate scale of that work, and reinforces the most solid

argument for ascribing it to Ephorus, the evident traces of connexion between

842 and Diodorus. In the light of 1610 it is increasingly difficult to explain

those agreements with Diodorus from the point of view that 842 is the work of

Theopompus or Cratippus. On the other hand the resemblances between 1610
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and Diodorus often reach far beyond the point attained by 842, and the principal

obstacle to the attribution of 842 to Ephorus remains in a somewhat accentuated
form, the strictly chronological system imitated from Thucydides, which is found
in 842, as contrasted with Ephorus' arrangement according to subject, which is

well illustrated by 1610. With regard to 1365 there is less evidence for the

extent of its resemblance to Diodorus, but the hypothesis that it came from an
early book of Ephorus still remains attractive.

Ephorus, in spite of his celebrity and wealth of new information not to be
found in Herodotus, Thucydides, or Xenophon, was not a great historian, and to

judge by 1610 it may be doubted whether in his treatment of the fifth century B. c,
which brought him into frequent conflict with Thucydides, many of the novelties

were of real historical value. The servility of Diodorus, who, as it now appears,
followed Ephorus almost blindly through that period, and was practically

incapable of original composition, has probably prevented us from losing very
much when Books x-xv of the older historian perished. With his history of the
fourth century B. c. the case is different. Here Ephorus is likely to have been as

well informed as Xenophon, Theopompus, or any other, and if he was the author
of the account of Agesilaus' and Conon's campaigns and the excursus on the

Boeotian constitution in 842, his merits were by no means inconsiderable. Even
with regard to quite early Greek history he was sometimes, if 1365 is from his

work, distinctly independent of Herodotus and rather valuable.

It is in any case satisfactory that with the recovery of these fragments of

Ephorus' history of the Pentecontaetia the ' higher criticism ' of Diodorus not
only can point henceforth to several substantial verifications of the methods of

modern research in ancient history, but enters a new phase.
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' ..." it is necessary to (return ?) to what (happened) then concerning Themistocles.

Some say that he reminded him of his warnings about both the sea-fight and the bridge; but

with regard to the sea-fight . .
.'

2. ]i or ] can be read.

4-5. ava ![](/: the supposcd could be p, but hardly r, v, or , which would m.ake
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the beginning of 1. 5 project, and could be read in place of «. evayjy'e^iov (cf. 1. 12) is

excluded by the fact that only the plural of this word occurs in Attic. Bury suggests

ena\vi.f[vat\\] [(\ [, referring to a previous account of the flight of Themistocles

(Frs. 1-5 are themselves part of a digression anticipating the chronological order of events

;

of. 1. 37 and p. 99). The letter following vi can be e, but the hiatus - ava- is an objec-

tion to this restoration; cf. p. 107.

6. etfij : of the letter following e all that survives is the lip of a stroke which might

be vertical or horizontal, evra or could be read, but suggests no suitable word.

7-12. Cf. p. 99, Thuc. i. 137(- €
€\, '^ ,( , ( ], en, ev ,( 8e eV8 (.{ € ?/ ?? ',

//-), ' ), . . ., Plut. Themist. 2'J

\ 6 '' "5 $ ?,
' '?, ' toc ^., * . The following accOUnt of the reception

of Themistocles by Artabanus the, who is identical with the Artabanus to whom
Frs. 15-16 refer (cf. 11. 119 sqq., n.), is stated by Plutarch to be derived from Phanias, with a

few extra details obtained from Eratosthenes , and Phanias too, as is observed

by Busolt, iii. 132^ seems to have represented Xerxes as still reigning at the time of

Themistocles' arrival; cf. 1. 8, n. Plutarch does not state his source for the two next

chapters (28-9), which relate in detail the reception of Themistocles by the Persian king

and the honours paid to him, being partly derived from Thucydides, partly from some one

else (Heraclides ? Busolt, iii. 129'). A different version of the letter recorded by Thucydides

is put into Themistocles' mouth, ,, ..., , '
\ . Diodorus xi. 56. 8 shows more interest in the

stratagem by which Lysithides introduced Themistocles to Xerxes (cf. 11. 246-8, n.) than

in Themistocles' defence of himself before the king, which is described quite briefly

\ . AristodcmUS \' (SC. Artaxerxes), \ '[\ " ,
though primarily based on Thucydides, shows traces of a knowledge of Ephorus ; cf. 11. 62-

76, n. Nepos ^Themist. 9) follows Thucydides, scio plerosque ita scripsisse, Themistoclevi

Xerxe regnanfe in Asiam transisse. Sed ego poiissimuin Thiicydidi credo . . ., quoting the

letter to Artaxerxes Idem vitilio plura bona feci postqiiavi in into ipse et ille in periculo esse

coepit. Nam cum in Asiam rever vellet, proelio apud Salamiyia facto, litteris eum certiorem

feci id agi ut pons quevi in Hellesponto fecerat dissolveretur atqtie ab hostibus circumiretur : quo

nuntio ille periculo est liberatus. The earliest authority for the view that Xerxes, not

Artaxerxes, was the king in question is Aeschines Socraticus quoted by Aristid. ii. 293

(cf. 1608). The date of Themistocles' arrival in Persia continues to be a matter of dispute :

Busolt, iii. I32^ sides with Thucydides, and assigns that event to a period shortly after the

spring of 464.
8. o( : cf. the previous n. Thucydides is probably included, for the expressions in

11. 11-12 seem to be derived from him, though\ is apparently Xerxes, not Artaxerxes,

cf. the next n. Dinon may also be meant, for he was approximately Ephorus' con-

temporary. Clitarchus and Heraclides, who were younger, can hardly have been referred

to by Ephorus, nor can Phanias (cf. the previous n.), who was the disciple of Aristotle.



1610. EPHORUS, XII {OR XI) 119

8-9. (\^ ': vve prefer v^:(\vev to (\( on account of the parallel

in Aristodemus 10 cited above. His work, the date of which is unknown, is based mainly

on Herodotus and Thucydides, but its frequent resemblances to Diodorus, especially as to

the causes of the Peloponnesian War, suggest the use of Ephorus, and> looks

like a reminiscence of the present passage. [', however, here is, we think, Xerxes not

Artaxerxes, because (i) there is no mention of the king's father (cf. Thuc. I.e.); (2) the

accession of Artaxerxes is described by Diodorus in a much later chapter, to Avhich

Frs. 15-16 refer; (3) Ephorus is definitely known to have agreed with the majority of

historians that Xerxes was the reigning king. The difficulty is that owing to the loss

of the second part of the sentence from 1. 14 onwards it is not clear whether our author

accepted the opinion of or not. If he rejected it, then avi\ov might be Artaxerxes

and Fr. i would be more suitably placed after Fr. 16, with a backward reference in II. 5-7
to the account of Themistocles in Persia which must in any case have preceded Frs. 2-5.

This would have the advantage of making the suggested connexion between 11. 7-12 and

both Thucydides and Aristodemus closer; but we are unwilling to separate Fr. i so widely

from Frs. 2-5, seeing that Themistocles is the subject of them all. To retain Fr. i where

it is, and make aw\ov Artaxerxes, with a possible forward reference in 11. 5-7 to a subsequent

mention of Artaxerxes, is a possible compromise ; but with [\(\€ the most natural dative

to be supplied is, i.e. Xerxes, not which would be required by the identifica-

tion of ;[/ with Artaxerxes.

10. []5 : cf. 1. 13, Hdt. viu. 75, Thuc. I.e., Diod. xi. 17, Plut. Themist. 12

and 28.

11. T»ji^[: cf. Hdt. viii. no ras iv' , Thuc. Lc, Diod. xi

19. 5 TTaidaywyov 18 aneaTcike ^' , and the next . Diodorus' employment of

the singular (Hdt. and Thuc. have the plural) confirms >[« here; but the stroke

following might be round just as well as straight.

12. []€€ : cf. Thuc. I.e.. [\•€ would also be Suitable; cf. Plut.

Them, \2 ov (( "-.
. 2. . . ' ; n's .''] ToaovToi\s tia?^ epya-^v . . .

15-17• ^f• • 99 ^^'^ Diod. xi. 59• 2 fis (
) (

',
$ $$ '" ^ " 6€€? {! MSS. ; or Reiske). ] can be a participle or the

end of a phrase like . With[€ cf. 842. xiv. 7 (.
Frs. 3-5. . . . '''] pev [], \\ ' []?

^[] , ^ ? . . .\
\\\ ]''''['']'^{''] '^["'']>;/ \yvo(v^^v (\2. '^^

('\ ?^\ ?\ . . .

•
. . . that while he was dishonoured by the city, the city owing to his achievements

was held by the Greeks to be worthy of the highest honour, which (city founded) . . .

a great empire . . . (the city) which was the wisest and justest became the most . . . and

. severe to him. Some suppose that, even if he wished to surrender the hegemony, . .
.

'

18 sqq. Cf. p. 99 and Diod. xi. 59. 3

) eKeicoc ' ?©!', ' '§ 9, '
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I'' irpos ''( y€y€vr]^ivr\v. €[][(\ is inadmissible

in 1. i8.

2i~2. T[a]s• eneivov€ : cf. 11. 1 93-4, where the phrase perhaps recurs, suggesting

that Fr. 26 belongs to this context.

22-5. Diodorus has only one word here in place of seven : cf. p. 103.

26. Irjyepovi^av : cf. EphorUS Fr. 67 TeXfVTTjaavTos yap tKe'ivov (Epaminondas)€ fiSvs , oiovei is inadmissible.

27-31. Cf. Diod. Lc. The division of lines in Frs. 4 + 5 is uncertain, but there is

hardly any doubt that Fr. 5, containing the supposed ends of 11. 29-31, is rightly joined

to the other. Bury suggests before][\ and |]([]??['] before «[dt. Cf.

1. 32, n.

30-1. [7|6]/ : [€\{.] (cf. Diod. I. c.) seems too long for the lacuna.

32.][ : cf. 11. 94-9, . The adopted restoration of 11. 32-5 was proposed

by Bury. ([ (8]' produces a hiatus, which is unsatisfactory (cf. 11. 4-5, n.); but

Trpo8o\vpai seems too long, if€] is the beginning of 1. 30. With the division, however, npo\bowai COUld be read; cf. 11.27-31, n. The division€\]
would create a great difficulty in 1. 31, for there would not be room for |fr;]t» or \]
and a participle is wanted there, the being nearly certain.

34. The vestige of a letter before vm suggests y, r, or v, so that][ is unsatis-

factorv, though the doubtful can be i. [ is possible, but with another word than

y€o>a]', for which cf. 1. 26, n.

Fr. 6. . . . ([ . . ., o^ei/] ([^. 'A[^i;]i'atot [S]e [] 8'•( ( ( ['HijOio e'n\^^(( \ ['', \ . . .

'
. . . from which we digressed. The Athenians under the command of Cimon son of

IMiltiades sailed out from Byzantium with their allies, and captured Eion on the Strymon,

which was in the possession of the Persians, and Scyros, which island . .
.'

36-7. Probably roti^j^ or /]|\. For oBev^ cf. Arist. Elh. Nic. i. 5. i(
•^^^ ^ and for (\^( Diod. xi. 59. 4 (\ pkv ovv ^ ei \(( TrapcKpaKTes, ' . . . The digression evidently contained the

estimate of Themistocles (Frs. 2-5); but the fibres of the verso of Fr. 6 suggest that

it belongs to a different column. Bury suggests something hke(^ Se ^€(^ (\^('. cf. 11.4—5) ^•

37-46• Cf. pp. 99-100, Hdt. vii. 107, where the heroic defence of Eion by is

described in some detail, Thuc. i. 98 (the source of the present passage; cf p. 107)

ptv 'Hiot'a' lirl i)^6v^<J}v \,
VTOS. €€ iv '', r]V ?, 8, and Diod. xi. 60. 1—2'»'' . (cited

. 103), which is longer than 1610, but adds nothing new about the capture of Eion, and

bears distinct traces of derivation from 1610, especially the mentions of Byzantium and Pelasgi

(cf. p. 100). Plutarch's account {^Cimon 7)/ Se 8€
payb ets ((, ,^ \ auyyimy

nep\ fKelvov".
pev / ( \(( € '€ "-

., which procccds to narrate the story of (here called^) told by Hdt.,

is based on other historians than Ephorus.

46. []: cf. Thuc. and Diod. . cc. Our author was much more detailed;

cf. Fr. 7.
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Fr. 7. 49-51. Cf. p. 100 and Plut. Cimon 8, where the story of Cimon's recovery of

the bones of Theseus is narrated in detail, being possibly based on Ephorus, especially the

mention of Lycomedes, 8e '- '

els, ' ^ ?^'
avfvpelv. \[ 8e ]9 would make 1. rather short, but perhaps \[ (sc. Theseus)

d{e) . . . (] should be read. Fr. 35, which mentions the Pelasgians and a ][?, is

probably to be connected with the episode; cf. p. 100.

55. { : the last letter might be , , , or , but not f, so that a reference to Theseus

(cf. the previous n.) is inadmissible.

Fr. 8. ][('\[ ^ 7[ [](
\_^ [(( . . .

' ... of the so-called coast cities those which had been founded from Greece he at

once persuaded (to revolt).'

56-61. The division of lines in this fragment is practically certain. Cf. p. loi^ and

Diod. xi. 60. 4 ( , ' 0€/?, auviireiaev, ' \ (? (, which

, and proceeded to give fresh details omitted by Diodorus.

With][ cf. 842. xxi. 1 7 []81, and with

Ephorus Fr. 30 a (FHG. iv. 642) from schol. Aristid. p. 11. 17 Dindorf ol 8e'(' -- (sc. in BoOK 111).

Frs. 9 + 10 + 53• . . • '/ \ \ ]> [][,][ ][6][ ]\[.][]
[^v]bvvevov(L•v[] [], ' []8 []1\ [ \ ...

' (Cimon attacked, perceiving) that the Persian fleet was drawn up off Cyprus, with

two hundred and fifty ships against three hundred and forty. After they had opposed each

other for a considerable time, he destroyed many of the barbarians' ships which ran into

danger and captured a hundred of them with the crews, taking alive . .

.'

62-76. Cf. p. lOI and Diod. xi. 60. 5-6 ol -, \ \- '-, S>v . 8/ \ ' ? / ?? '. ', vaO<s,
eKaroc rots• >'>' elXov. ^

' ' -, '^. In xi. 62. I Cimon's total captures in connexion with

this battle are estimated at 340 triremes, i. e. the whole Persian fleet, Diodorus forgetung

there to allow for the ships sunk. Plutarch's account {Cmon 12), as usual, is mainly
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!, eKOvres . oi 8e , $• , els -, be nvfe\eiav, ? 8!, , '

", €»'' $. fpyov oibev,' yrjv ' \, ' ' . \' , , ,,, . The figure 200 alsO

occurs in the brief account of ThucydideS i. lOO' '
\ ' ,, \ \, and in the COnfused acCOUnt of NepOS {CwiOfl 2. 2), who

erroneously makes Mycale the scene of the sea-fight, Idem iterum apud Mycalen Cypriorum

et Phoejiicum ducentaruni navium classem devidam cepit. The concluding sentence of

Thucydides is obscurely worded, and it has been proposed to insert a numeral {) after; cf. Busolt, iii. 146^ Plutarch evidently knew Ephorus' account, but followed

a historian (apparently Callisthenes), who agreed in the main with Thucydides as to the

locality of the sea-battle and the number of the Persian losses. Thucydides' account,

supplemented by Plutarch's, is usually preferred to any other (cf. Busolt, iii. 146^) ; but

besides DiodorUS AristodemUS 11. 2 '
\ \ \',/ € cX-ocres'', waS evidently influenced by

Ephorus, and Froniinus, Sirateg. iv. 7. 45, agrees with Diodorus both as to the locality of

the sea-fight {apud insulam Cypron) and the stratagem of Cimon at the land-battle of the

Eurymedon (cf. Diod. xi. 61. 1-2 and 11. 77-8,n.). Polyaenus, ^/ra/^§•. i. 34. i, inverts the scene

of the sea-fight (off the Eurymedon) and the stratagem (Cyprus), and Klussmann and

Duncker (cf. Busolt, /. c.) held that this represented Ephorus' description more closely than

Diodorus' account—a view which is disposed of by 1610. Some echoes of Ephorus, how-

ever, seem to survive in Polyaenus' account; cf. ^ with

11. 72-3 and ?' with 11. 98- 1. Justin gives no details, but

the figure 100 for the ships captured by Cimon is also found in Lycurg. c. Leocr. 72, and

is supported by the metrical inscription quoted by Diodorus xi. 62. 3, no doubt from

Ephorus, even if Fr. 48 does not actually belong to it (cf. 11. 267-9, ".). Diodorus'

exaggeration of it (/. c.) is either merely rhetorical (cf. p. 1 1
1 ) or made out

of deference to the figure 200 in Thucydides. In favour of the second explanation is the

circumstance that his insertion of 6 suggests the influence of

Thucydides {\ . . . '). Whether Diodorus had any other authority for his

statement than Ephorus' reference to

may also be doubted. Aristodemus, /. c, speaks of , but in reference to the Greeks

only, and Plutarch, /. c, definitely denies that the Persian fleet made any serious resistance,

in contrast to the subsequent on land, of which his rhetorical description has

been ascribed to Theopompus; cf. Busolt, iii. 1461

62-3. For cf. Diod. /. c. The verb may well have been (cf.

Plut. /. c).

66-9. The figures are exactly reproduced by Diodorus, /. c. No importance is to be

attached to the variation in Plutarch's figure (350 instead of 340) of the number of the

Persian fleet according to Ephorus; cf. p. 106. Frs. 9, 10. i and 53 do not actually touch

each other, but the combination is practically certain; cf. 11. 282-4, n. Of the third in[ a bit of the cross-bar is on Fr. 9 and the tail of the vertical stroke on Fr. 10.

73-4.[] : this word occurs twice in 842 (xiv. 9 and xix. 20).

76. 7;[ ]: [] (sc.) (or ^]), followed by (i.e.
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Tithraustes ; cf. Diod. /. c.) can be restored, but the article is expected, is nearly certain,

7i[, [, or 7a>[ being the only alternatives and less satisfactory readings. \ .€\ is

therefore inadmissible; but [ ]a)j/|[5j;j/, i.e. a subordinate Persian admiral, or

conceivably )[\ (cf. Callisthenes ap. Plut. /. c.) (i.e. ) is possible,

77-8. The height of ihe columns in 1610 is unknown, but probably about 40 lines are

lost between 11. 76 and 77, so that the remains of Fr. 10. ii would be expected to be parallel

to some part of Diod. xi. 61. 1-2, which narrates the beginning of the land-battle of the

Eurymedon. Perhaps 11. 77-8 are to be connected with els ras

tovs !, 8 ^.(( ((\ : I8ias

eivai, tionep \. (cf. 11. 200— 2, .). ibovTfs . . . ]\[]\[ (cf. 1. 99) ^^ possible, the letter after beginning with a vertical

stroke (not ). Another passage which might be connected with 11. 77-8 is xi. 61. 4 tovs" ! ' . But

][?7'[ ]\[' makes 1. 77 ^00 short, and in the absence of any correspondence

in ch. 61 with 11. 79-83 the remains of this column may well have been concerned with

details omitted by Diodorus; cf. p. 112.

"Ft. 11. ^\] ^
'

. . . (they killed) their general Pherendates, who was the king's nephew, in his tent.'

84—8. Cf.p. 10 1 and Diod. xi.6l. 3/ ,^\• '',' , /) , which hardly differs. The two last

Avords or an equivalent must have followed 1. 82. Pherendates was mentioned by Ephorus;
cf. Plut. Cimon 12 quoted in 11. 62-76, n. and p. 106.

Frs. 12 + 13. . . .' olfre?, [ ^rreip[ov|' \^^ [] ^^[s], ^'^ ei'[^]at'
vT|\ov^ ,)'", ^^ 1[1['1, \]\\

avTciis'^ pjor.

'
. . . Hence, thinking that their enemies' attack was from the land, they fled to

the ships, expecting these to be on their own side. There many of them were killed in the

night by the guards who had been left behind on the spot, while many were taken alive,

falling into the hands of the Greeks through their ignorance which way to turn and the fear

which had suddenly overtaken them.'

93. o]n-es : cf. 1365. 1 6 f[ieTeX]ea6 \ .
may have preceded, the sentence probably corresponding to \
in Diodorus ; cf. the next .

94 sqq. Cf. pp. 10 1—2 and Diod. xi. 61. 4—6 yap",' '
\ {, . . . . del.

Madvig). \'' ? ] !/ vaus/. ' \ ayvoiav

\ ',
.{. 11. II 4"! 6, .). Plutarch's account(6V/?w« 13, fromTheopompus?;

cf. 11. 62—76, .) is quite different,

\, ', Kpavytjs. \ '
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avhpes -^ \ '! eneaov, ' -( eicTdvov, ( fjpovv ( .
Diodorus' reference to the absence of the moon seems to be his own invention, since there

is no indication in 11. 105-7 of anything corresponding to it and no further reference to the

darkness is in fact expected after 1. 104. Possibly, however, the absence of the moon may
have been mentioned earlier in Ephorus' account.

94-9. . . . <['^ : cf € in EphorUS Fr. 2, and,
for, 11. 32, 77-8, ., and 842. vi. 10, xi. 17, xiv. 11.

loi. : cf 842. xiv. 40, and Polyaen. Strateg. i. 34. i, quoted in 11. 62-76, n.

102-4.€ . . .', cf. EphorUS Fr. 53 8e.
104. ['\•. cf 842. XX. 33 []•.
io8. That the fragment containing and part of the of\ and the ends of

11. 103-7 is rightly combined with the top of the admits of hardly any doubt.
II 1-12. The letter after may be , and ] may be read for ]ov.

Fr. 14. . . .^?
J
^ ?— aijroty \_6?—Jir/^ar. . .

II4~l6. Cf. p. lOI, Diod. /. C. 6 (
TTupaoc , ^ \. \-, €. ' . OCCUrs in

Ephorus Fr. 107. Fr. 48 not improbably came between Fis. 14 and 15; cf. 11. 267-9, ^•

FrS. 15—16. T?^ovs [. . . }^, [' ]'^ 6 ']^ [\ ^^ ?^ [/3/^ .?]eiOS-, [ ?]y }[ . . .
j

' ?

. . .] . tf ^(^ [^/ 1<[1[))' ^.
'

. . . the spearmen, of whom Artaxerxes happened to be . . ., being at the same time
anxious to obtain the kingdom himself and afraid that ... he communicated the (plot) to

the eunuch Mithridates, the king's chamberlain.'

119 SCjq. Cf. Dlod. xi. 69. I eVi ^ ( yevos,
oe (7 €) \ ,' aveXeiv

\ TT)c eir . irpos/, \ ', \(€. [ ^ can be restored in

1. 133. Probably Fr. 16 followed Fr. 15 wiih a very slight interval (cf. p. 102), which is in

accordance with the general appearance of the recto of these two fragments, though the
verso does not suggest their propinquity, in 1. 123 we refer to Artabanus, the phrase[ ] []( (cf in Diod. xi. 69. 4 quoted bclow,
and in Ephorus Fr. 29) being very close to both Diodorus' . .

.

and Justin iii. I J^erxes . . . quippe Artabanus praefectiis ems . . . in spem regni
adducius cum septem robustissimis filiis regiam vespert ingreditur, which is likely in any case
to have been partly derived from Ephorus. The chief difficulty is that hop)Jpo would be
expected in 1. 120, but the bottom of the letter preceding (which is practically certain)

does not come below the line, nor is the tail of a preceding visible. The word is therefore,

we conjecture, a synonym for,^ being preferable to].
With the reading] there might be a connexion with Diod. xi. 71. i (Vi hi

. . .(
. . .( \ €,€ ( . The rest

of Fr. 15 would then have to be restored differently. But though could be Artaxerxes
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and[\ IS possible in 1. 125, the other parallel is closer and more satisfactory. It is

just possible that, while Fr. 15 refers to the plot of Artabanus, the parallel section in Diodorus

is not 69. I but 69. 3—4 6 ovv 7(( en; :
€€ ^ yeyovevai fis eavTov.(( €€ } '\^] :'( ' avvepyovs

. But this too, in Spite of some resemblances, seems to suit Fr. 15

less well than does 69. i.

The plot of Artabanus is also described by Ctesias Frs. 29-30
3fp^j)8 ( ( \€ aveKflv',. This is evidently one of the ultimate sources of Diodorus' statement,

which in any case must be derived (with some variations, if our explanation of Fr. 15 is

correct) from Ephorus, who was probably responsible for the change of to-
: cf. the variation between Justin's Bacabasus (from Ephorus or Dinon ?) and Ctesias'

MeyaiSu^oi (Fr. 30), each representing the Persian name Bagabukhsha (cf. Gilmore, ad loc^,

the subsequent betrayer of Artabanus to Artaxerxes.

121. Ju)!/ is probably a participle, [-^"] is possible ; but Artabanus himself, not

Artaxerxes, was in command of the : cf. the previous n.

(Tvyxa[vfv: cf. 1. 1 78 ]rvy|[Y«i' .? A fondness for characterizes 842; cf. Part

V. 124.

123. [ ?]" : cf. 1. 125 8e and the Same contrast in 842. x. 2.

128—9. '\[ ....]. iv : cf. Diod. /. C.( ( { and

842. i. 3 . . . :. ave^Koivov [(^ Can be read, but is

unlikely, the middle being much commoner than the active. The letter before iv is , , ,
or . ] would be the right length.

133. Cf. 11. 119 sqq., n.

134—9. Cf. p. 102 and Diod. xi. 30. 4—5 be TTjs'
els €( () '. yap e'/c ' 8( , fK( ' ' eVelp^ef (8€,( \ ' & , where (cf. 11. 1 35 ^^^ ^3^) OCCUrs thrice,

though the context is different. [\(8] is possible in 11. 136-7, and [(v\] [«]
(Bury) in II. 137-8, but hardly [|] in 11. 134-5. The dividing-point of the lines in this

fragment is uncertain.

140-5. Fr. 18 perhaps corresponds to Diod. xi. 57. 3 (Xerxes' sister)^
\( ( \( (\ 8 t/cerevf' . ' , (( . . . Lines 43~5

can be restored ]6[' (or)]([({\ [] [. The
1. 142, which is nearly certain, would then be expected to belong to rather than to

'iKtTfve, but the vestiges of the letter following it do not suit , vhereas e is possible.

iKfTe]ve[ ]8€[ would be suitable, but the remaining two lines 140-1 present

difficulties. [€ in 1. 141 is unsatisfactory, for the preceding letter seems to be , not a, and([] is too short. If[ ] be restored, ] must be the accusative

plural of a word meaning ' clothes ' or, as there seems to be none available, an adjective in

agreement with e.g.. The suggested correspondence with Diodorus therefore remains

very uncertain, especially since the supposed of ]^[ can be a, and ]aem[ can be read

for ]'i(iv[.

178. ]rvy|[xai': cf. 1. 121, n.

192-4. if [€K(ivo]v[ (cf. 1. 2o) is right, Fr. 26 may well belong to the estimate

of Themistocles. The doubtful e can be 1. ]7;' suggests that the corresponding

passage in Diodorus is xi. 59. 2—3 ^ ".
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(pyau ., SO that Fr. 20 would Seem to come immediately above

Fr. 3 (cf. 11. 1 8 sqq., n.); but the fibres of the verso do not suggest this, and] is

difficult in such a context. The only alternative is ^, with which reading Bury

suggests irapa rois ]\;' I[ \\ \.
200-2. None of the references to the Athenians in Diod. xi. 55-70 corresponds verbally

to this passage ; but with the restoration ]\6\ it can well be connected

with xi. 61. 2 bicmep cvroi ^ Tous ? , 6 be . ^
can, however, be read in place of ])(.

213-14, or can be read. For [( . . . as a possible reference to

Xerxes' presents to ThemistOCleS cf. Thuc. i. 138. 5 , tovTOS, and Diod. xi. 57. 7( ' TroXeis . . . be. But the words might come in many other contexts, e. g. Cimon's distribution

of land in Thrace to the Athenians ; cf. Plut. Cimon 7 hi . . . ,
and Diod. xi. 60. 2 \ ^ (cf. . 3).

28. ]8 [: cf. 11. 237-9> "•

219- ][ : Fr. 32 does not seem to be connected with any of the references to the

Phoenicians in Diod. xi.

223. Perhaps ][ in some form; cf. 1. 201.

228-30. The mention of the Pelasgians and][? suggests that Fr. 35 refers to

Scyros and Cimon's discovery of the bones of Theseus, who took refuge there; cf. 11. 49-

51, n., and p. 100.

237-9. Cf. p. 99 and Diod. xi. 59. 1—2 (Themistocles) yap €( . . . 18(( ;
'

8i€veyKf7v fjye, 8(, " ;

The fact that was either actually or approximately the end of a sentence, as is shown by

the paragraphus, renders the connexion of that passage with Fr. 38 very probable. Bury

suggests ^^/ [ 8f (\[ \ p|[f( ... It is tempting also 10

connect with this fragment Fr. 32, where ]8 can be restored in 1. 218, and

Fr. 39, where ]> \[8 is possible in 1. 241; but the other lines in those two

fragments do not harmonize easily with either that context or each other.

241-2. Cf. the previous n. There is a slight blank space betveen 01 and av in 1. 242,

which, however, is not fatal to], and with \[ in 1. 241 there might possibly

be a reference to the expedition of Cimon against Carystus in Euboea (Thuc. i. 98. 3 ;

cf. pp. loo-i), which was presumably mentioned by Ephorus.

246-8. There is a possible connexion with Diod. xi. 65. 4 ' ;^»( (sc. the IVIyceneans), or better with xi. 56. 7( ' € \ 8( 8. '^
ttj) (Lysiihides' device for the introduction of Themistocles to Xerxes;

cf, p. 99); but if so, Diodorus' version is longer.

252-4. Possibly ]|^[ €8 ] |
[( ('\^[ : cf. Diod. xi. 63. 7(((, ^ 6 '8' . But between 11. 253 and 254 is a spot of ink which, if not

accidental, may belong to a paragraphus, implying a change of sentence, and [ can be

read for [.
255. evepyeTi'iv,(, and tlepyeaia occur several times in Diod. xi, but the rest of

Fr. 44 does not suit the context of any of those passages.

257. ]7[: perhaps ]as ;7[.

267-9. Fr. 48 exactly suits Diod. xi. 62. 3\ (\ tv'\8[ pe\y\a,

from the metrical inscription concerning Cimon's victories, which is in any case probably

quoted from Ephorus; cf. 11. 62-76, n. But the fragment is too small to be identified with
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certainty, and in 1. 269 can be read in place of . Another possible parallel is xi. 54. 488§"^8 ( .][ \ 8[\( would account for 11. 267-8, and ]y[ (or ]•[) might belong to

or a synonym for it, or to [((€.
282-4. Fr. 53 is to be combined with Frs. 9+ 10. i, though not actually joining them,

and belongs to 11. 67-9 ; cf. 11. 66-9, n. The fibres on the verso harmonize excellently with

those of Fr. 10, and the vestiges in 1. 284 can be the top {[(]3).

1611. Extracts from a Work on Literary Criticism.

Fr. I 8•626•5 cm. Early third century.

These seventy fragments of a work on literary criticism, evidently composed

by a grammarian, were found with 1610, &c. The largest piece, Fr. i, contains

after a few letters from the ends of lines four nearly complete columns, while the

other pieces are much smaller ; about 130 lines in all are complete or can be

restored. Various literary topics, which have no apparent connexion with each

other, are discussed, being illustrated by frequent quotations from lost or (in

two cases) extant works—a circumstance which lends the papyrus considerable

interest. The two sections of which the beginnings are preserved (11. 38 and loi)

both commence with 6tl, so that probably the text is a series of extracts from

a longer work.

In Fr. I 11. 28-37 give the conclusion of a discussion of a contest of come- fi

dies and of the number of the judges. There is perhaps a contrast drawn

between the practice of the writer's own day and that of earlier limes, and
j

the Bacchae of Lysippus and of Cratinus are cited as authorities for
'

a number (apparently that of the) being five ; but the context is obscure

in several points ; cf. 11. 30, '>,$, nn.

The next section (11. 38-100), which is practically complete, is mainly

concerned with Caeneus, the mythical king of the Lapithae, who was first a

woman, but was changed into a man by Poseidon, and rendered invulnerable,

then incurred the enmity of Zeus by making his subjects worship his spear

instead of the gods, and was ultimately buried alive by the Centaurs. The explana-

tion of Caeneus' spear, which became proverbial, is given in connexion with

a reference to it in Book ii of Theophrastus' TTept? (11. 38—46), the

whole story of Caeneus being related in an extract from Acusilaus of Argos,

an early writer on mythology who was probably older than Herodotus (11. 55-83).

Since the thirty-one extant fragments of Acusilaus (FHG. i. 100-3) contain

hardly any professed quotations of his actual words, the papyrus for the first

time affords an opportunity of estimating the character of that author's

or yeveakoyiaL. The dialect proves to be in the main Ionic, as had generally

been surmised, although no trace of it has been preserved in the extant
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fragments ; and the style is decidedly primitive. A Doric form of the aorist

infinitive,, is found in 1. 59, and a curious expression, ,
occurs in 11. 67-8. The influence of Acusilaus' version of the Caeneus legend is

now traceable in scholia on Homer and Apollonius Rhodius, which may

have derived their knowledge of the passage through our author ; of. 1. 56, n.

A rather naive remark of the ancient logographer, that it was not Upov for

gods to bear children by mortals, leads our author first to the citation of

two lines from the 6 bia of Euripides, spoken by Apollo,

which illustrated this subject, and later to a short discussion of it, the last four

lines being fragmentary (11. 85-100).

In the third section (11. 101-20) the first four lines are fragmentary, the

ends of lines are missing throughout, and the conclusion is not reached,

so that the reconstruction is somewhat difficult. The subject is the various

persons called Thucydides, of whom three are distinguished, the politician (son

of Melesias and father of Stephanus), the historian (son of Olorus), and the

Pharsalian, as in Marcellinus' life of the historian. Polemon's treatise Uepl-
^, which is known from Marcellinus to have discussed the second and third

Thucydides, is here mentioned with reference to the first, apparently as the

authority for a statement based on epigraphic evidence that he was the father

of Stephanus, which is to be connected with an extant quotation from another

work of Polemon (11. loi-ii, n.). In confirmation of the paternity of Stephanus,

which seems to have been disputed, a passage from the Meuo of Plato is quoted,

and Fr. i breaks off where the writer was about to add fresh evidence on the

point from a lost comedy, the lapetus of Hermippus.

The order of the smaller fragments is quite uncertain except in a few

instances. Fr. 2. i is concerned with a Ittttos, two lines from the beginning

of the Omphale of Ion being quoted as an illustration (11. 121-7), but how the

subject was introduced does not appear. The difficulty, whatever it was, is

stated to have been solved by Mnaseas of Patara in his work Ilepi

(11. 128-30). Fr. 4 is concerned with a female character in epic poetry (Penthe-

silea?), part of a hexameter line referring to her being cited (11. 146-7), besides

two mentions of her by authors whose names are imperfectly preserved, one of

them being perhaps Arctinus, who wrote the Aethiopis (11. 148-52). Frs. 5, 6,

and 43 are to be combined, as appears partly from external evidence, partly

from the resulting satisfactory restoration of 11. 160-4. The main subject of

this section, of which the beginning and end are not preserved, is the authorship

of a celebrated ancient ode to Pallas. The first three words of this ode€€ beivav were quoted by Aristophanes in 1. 967 of the Clouds, and from

the extant rather confused scholia on that passage and another in Aristides it is
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known that according to Eratosthenes Phrynichus (i. e. the comic poet) attributed

the authorship of the ode to Lamprocles, an early Athenian dithyrambic poet,

while others assigned the ode to Stesichorus. Our author, who refers to an in-

conclusive discussion of the claims of Lamprocles and Stesichorus by Chamaeleon

(a disciple of Aristotle), and possibly, but by no means certainly, mentions Erato-

sthenes (11. 158-9, n.), also adduces the evidence of Phrynichus in favour of

Lamprocles as the author, and quotes the passage in Aristophanes (11. 160-76).

Little can be made of the remaining fragments. There is probably a

reference in Fr. 8. ii to Hellanicus on KrtVeis (11. 211-1 Ay "•) ; but the context is

obscure. Fr. 9, which is more considerable, relates to a person with a name

beginning with probably A or and ending in -bo9 (e. g. Aristodemus), who,

after adventures in which the Naxians and Thracians were apparently concerned,

was carried off and put to death after a trial by the Parians (11. ai8-a8). The

Orestes of Theodectes (?) is quoted in Fr. 17, and apparently a play of Lysippus

in Fr. 21, while Fr. 16 perhaps has another reference to the Omphale of Ion, and

Fr. 14 possibly mentions Simonides. Other proper names which occur are (}[
(1. 247, n-)j Lycia or the Lycians (1. 251), Odysseus (1. 272, perhaps in connexion

with his descent to Hades), and Ptolemaeus (possibly Ptol. Philopator or Phila-

delphus; 11. 369-70, n.). The names of the grammarians Aristarchus and

Didymus can be restored in 11. 231 and 283 respectively, but in neither place

with any confidence. That Frs. 31-2, 42, 44-5. 63-5, and 68 belong to 1611

is not at all certain. All the fragments belong to the middles of columns, except

Fr. I and where it is otherwise stated.

The handwriting is a small neat uncial closely resembling that of 1012, a

treatise on literary composition, written soon after A. D. 205 (Part vii, Plate iv).

leil also probably belongs to the first two or three decades of the third century,

and is approximately contemporary with 1610, of which the script is similar, but

larger. The columns are short, consisting of 24 or 25 lines of 14-20 letters,

generally about 17. The end of a section is marked in 1. 37 by a coronis, which

is employed after I..115 and probably 1. 138 to divide a quotation from the main

text. Paragraphi also occur after 11. 90 (where it is misplaced), 165, 214, and 231

to indicate quotations. Strokes against the margin of 11. 83-4 call attention to

the recommencement of the author's commentary at the end of the extract from

Acusilaus, of which the beginning is distinguished by the sign -^ (1. ^6, n.). The

obelus against 1. 116 apparently also indicates a quotation, and the two flourishes

after 1. 138 seem to be merely supplementary to the neighbouring coronis. High

stops were used, but not at all regularly ; one doubtful instance of a stop in the

middle position occurs in 1. 442. Occasional marks of elision and quantity and

accents are found in the poetical quotations (11. 91 and 127), and there are some
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diaereses over t and v. An abbreviation, for , is used in 1. ai6. Iota

adscript was not infrequently omitted by the first hand, but when ignored was

inserted by a contemporary corrector, who might even be the same scribe. The

insertion, however, of two words omitted in 1. 59 and similar additions of omitted

letters in 11. 281, 338, and 350 all seem to be in a second hand, especially the

cursively written e above 1. 281 ; in 11. 169 and 223 the alterations are most

probably due to the first hand. The revision of the papyrus was in any case

not very thorough, and several small mistakes remain uncorrected, 11. 45 for ,
46 for, ^']^ for^^, 6l for, 8 opaov for,
84 for , gi ' for, loj the apparent omission of after[€, 127^ for averai, 222^ for^ : cf. also 11. 123, T46, and 172-3, nn.

The date of the papyrus itself excludes a later period than about the middle

of the second century for the composition of the work from which 1611 was

excerpted. On the other hand a date not earlier than 200 B. C. is indicated by

the references to (i) Polemon, who was a Delphic -npo^^vos in 177-6 B.C.

(Susemihl, Gesch. d. Alex. Lit. i. 667^^^), and according to Suidas a contem-

porary of Ptolemy Epiphanes (204-181 B.C.), and (2) Mnaseas, who according

to an ambiguously worded statement of Suidas was a pupil of Eratosthenes.

The striking resemblance between the discussion of the authorship of the ode

to Pallas in 1611 and the views attributed to Eratosthenes by the scholia on

Aristophanes' Clouds 967 (cf. pp. 128-9 and 11. 162-5, "•) ^^ first sight suggests that

the papyrus may consist of extracts from Eratosthenes' clebrated work

apxaias?. The first of the three sections in Fr. i seems to be concerned

with the Old Comedy; the second, about Caeneus, deals with a subject which

was the basis of plays by two writers of the Middle Comedy, Antiphanes

and Araros, and may well have been utilized earlier, while the third, about

Thucydides, leads up to a quotation from Hermippus. The two statements

attributed to Asclepiades of Myrlea by Suidas that Polemon (i) synchronized

with Aristophanes of Byzantium (the successor of Eratosthenes as librarian at

Alexandria; cf. p. 131) and (2) was the disciple ofPanaetius (about 180-110B.C.)

are scarcely consistent with each other, and the second has usually been regarded

as corrupt ; cf. Susemihl, i. 666^^^. Since Eratosthenes according to Suidas

was born in 276-2 B.C. and died at the age of eighty in the reign of Ptolemy

Epiphanes, it is possible that his ITept /? quoted Polemon's earlier

works. The suggestion of Knaack (Pauly-Wissowa, Realenc. vi. 360), that the

treatise on Comedy was written in the early part of Eratosthenes' life before

he left Athens for Alexandria, is not based on any evidence, and Theophrastus,

a writer utilized in it (cf. Strecker, De Lycophro7ie, Etiphronio, Eratosthene, &c.,

Fr. 75), is also quoted in 1611 (1. 38). Polemon, who joined the Pergamene
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school, wrote a treatise against Eratosthenes (Susemihl, i. 670^°^) Ucpl ttjs" (, denying (probably ironically) that Eratosthenes

had ever been at Athens, and two of the six extant fragments of that treatise

(Frs. 47-8, FHG. iii. 130) apparently refer to statements in the Ilepi?, which was therefore earlier than Polemon's attack on Eratosthenes.

It is, however, not quite clear that Polemon is mentioned in 1611 with approval

(cf. 11. loi-ii, n.), and the controversy between him and Eratosthenes may have

been begun by the latter. As regards Mnaseas, whose date mainly depends on

that of Eratosthenes, the fact that he is quoted with approval in 1611 (1. 128)

is not inconsistent with the hypothesis that he was the author's own pupil

;

but it is not quite certain whether Suidas meant to call Mnaseas the pupil of

Eratosthenes or of Aristarchus. The latter interpretation, which would of course

be fatal to the view that 1611 was the work of Eratosthenes, is rejected by
Susemihl, i. 679^°^. The date of Eratosthenes' death (196-4 B. c), which is accepted

by Susemihl mainly on the evidence of Suidas, thus leaves a narrow margin of

time available to which the Uepl. . could be assigned on the assumption

that 1611 belongs to that work ; but most of this margin tends to disappear,

if with Knaack (Pauly-Wissowa, Realenc. vi. 359) Strabo's statement that

Eratosthenes was the pupil of Zeno of Citium be accepted ; for Eratosthenes'

birth and death must then be put back about ten years earlier than Suidas' dates.

1241, which settles the order of the Alexandrian librarians from Apollonius

Rhodius to Cydas and rectifies some errors of Suidas, is apt to be mistaken

or corrupt in its chronological references to the Ptolemies with whom the

librarians were associated. But the position assigned to Eratosthenes, next

after Apollonius Rhodius and before Aristophanes of Byzantium, whose suc-

cessors were (omitting in 1241. ii. 8 as an interpolation) Apollonius

the and Aristarchus of Samothrace, suggests that Eratosthenes' literary

activity hardly continued as late as the reign of Epiphanes, and if the corrupt: in 1241. ii. 15 is corrected to^? instead of, as is

possible, Eratosthenes' period of office at Alexandria must have ended soon

after the accession of Philopator in 222-1 B.C. Hence, though the difficulty

caused by the mention of Mnaseas can be got over, that caused by the reference

to Polemon Tlepl is a much more serious and probably insuperable

obstacle to the attribution of 1611 to Eratosthenes Uepl ?. More-

over it is possible that the scholium on Aristophanes which gives Lamprocles'

version of the ode to Pallas is nearer to Eratosthenes' actual words than are the

other scholia, which agree with 1611 in quoting Phrynichus' version (cf. 11. 162-

5, n.), and the ode to Pallas was evidently the subject of much discussion.

Lastly, in 1611 the sections about Caeneus and Thucydides are not, so far

2
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as can be judged, specially concerned with Old Comedy, so that a later author

than Eratosthenes is distinctly more probable. Eratosthenes may even have been

referred to by name in the discussion of the ode to Pallas (11. 158-9, n.), and he is

in any case likely to have been the main source of that section of the papyrus.

The hypothesis of the Eratosthenean authorship of the section concerning

the ode to Pallas might be combined with the attribution of other sections

to different grammarians ; but though it is not certain that the various extracts

are all from the same work, there is more to be said in favour of the view that

they come from one of the miscellanies(), which were composed by several

grammarians of the Alexandrine and Roman periods. Of these miscellanies the

Earliest known is by Callistratus the pupil of Aristophanes of Byzantium and

composer also of a work Upds ras (sc. of Aristarchus) and commentaries

on Cratinus and Aristophanes; cf. Athen. iii. 135 c-d, where the 7th book is

quoted, R. Schmidt, De Callistrato Aristophaneo, and Susemihl, i. 450. Another

composer of miscellanies was Herodicus KpaTTjreios, who is chiefly known from

quotations in Athenaeus from his three works,? ,
(Athen. viii. 34° e), and Kbov€voL (in at least six books). His

date is disputed : Gudeman in Pauly-Wissowa, Realenc. viii. 974, assigns him

to the first century B. C. That the celebrated Didymus, who died in the reign of

Augustus, wrote is attested by the Etym. Gud. 124. 3, where it is

stated that Alexion (a first-century grammarian of Alexandria) made an epitome

of them. The are generally identified with the of Didymus,

which were also of a miscellaneous character ; cf. Cohn in Pauly-Wissowa,

Realenc. v. 470. Suidas'^ list of the works of Seleucus, the Homeric critic, who
lived in the time of Tiberius (Gudeman, /. c), ends , and Seleucus

€v is cited by Schol. Apoll. Rhod. ii. 1055. Pamphila, who lived

in the reign of Nero, wrote according to Photius {Cod. 175) thirty-three books' , which were largely used by Aulus Gellius

and Diogenes Laertius. 1611 may well belong to one of these five writers of

miscellanies ; but Didymus has the strongest claim to be regarded as the author,

since in his case the existence of an epitome is also attested. In the absence

of any clear reference to grammarians later than the second century B.C.

Callistratus is more suitable as the composer than Herodicus, Seleucus, or

Pamphilus, and 1611 seems to be somewhat earlier than 1012, which mentions

both Didymus and Caecilius Calactinus, and was not composed before A. D. 50.

Dionysius , who is known to have discussed the authorship of the ode

to Pallas (cf. 11. 162-5, n.) and lived in the time of Hadrian, is not at all likely

to be the author of 1611, for his known works are all concerned with

in some form or (if he was identical with Aelius Dionysius) lexicography, and
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the Caeneus and Thucydides sections are not at all appropriate to him. Rufus,

who is coupled with Dionysius (cf. 11. 162-5, "•) ^"^^ is thought to have
epitomized his (cf. Cohn in Pauly-Wissowa, Realenc. v. 986),

is, apart from other considerations, unsuitable on account of his date, which
is probably third century or later.

We are indebted to Mr. T. W. Allen for several suggestions in the recon-

struction of this papyrus.

Col. i.
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Col. iv. Col. V.

\tiov iv ayopai ?] [^ ]

[/ceXeuei ^ ? ^eot] [
75 ou/f T^e . [ } .[

Zivs 8\\ ^ [

aneiXec r, ., 8 .[....}
^^ ^^^ ^. ^^^^ ^^^^^^

8 opeiov
\ q S\

^ ,r
'' '

'^ ' 05 [, .
^^^, [viou Xre,-,' ^[]
^^^^^ ^^ ^^^[ {)

, yap , 8 r ->

/ r ^ r r ^€[ :

8 ; Y6£f Kaivea , j,r ,•^ *^ 6 [€
8e

^^^ ^^^^^ ^^^^^^ ^^^^^ ^^^^ ^€
^^^ ^^ ^^^[\] r ^- -"^ wepi [ 2,€

, r 7\
' ^ \

00 ^€ eye , r j,^y __ ' " ' ev \ Me
• ^

r"'
' 115 [ 9€ >

~ [€ e^pe

eav ' t^"€[ ^re

95 €€ <^^•[ ^^€ € ^^^' ««'[
120 ev €[ Xeyei

87. of COrr.

Fr. a (tops of cols. ?). Fr. 3.

Col. i. Col. ii. 135 •• • i[

[. .] ev [] 3 [ [€ [ [
[]€ .

[ €[
[] ^ • « • [ 7 ~€\

125 [^[ c^eXav ...
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[]€
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Fr. 8.

Col. i. Col. ii.

[. .]. . [

2IO 66 . [

\^
[

KOS €y[ ?

[

215 €[
26 ] . [.] .

[] [.]€ [

Fr. 9•[
iVa|[ioi ?

220[ ?^[[ ?

[/]€/[[] $€ [ ?

€19 [ ?

22 5^ [
ei? [

€[€9€€' [ ? . .

[
]r]9 €V [. . . .

^

230

235

240

Fr. 10.

[
€v [

€)([

[] [€[
^evov

[[
€^[

yap . .
[

eiTTiv
[

245

Fr. II.

] . [

]eyf??[• • .

..... }][. . . .

....]...[..] ei[. . . .

. .]9 €)(.[. . . .

. . .])9 [9 ?}] )[
• ' •] [<]€ €[ .

end of col.

Fr. 12.

[• ']M
250 o[[

r€.[

[
VI.

[

255

6/C.[

[0]l .
[

Fr. 13.

][
26 ]y .

[

]? v^R[

] [
] [

end of col.

Fr. 14.
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Fr. 17. Fr. 18.

280 [0eo56/f ?][7]? S ev ()[ ]euoy[

285 ]7€/)[

] errt }[

> 4
'

end of col.

[nepi ? . . .]aTLas

] .

Fr. 19.

] ' [
] \^

290 ^La .
[

]^
[

end of col.

137

Fr. 20.

]aioL .
[

]ou>c[

295

]<i>d

]y 5e

]o

300 ] . u

7]'7
TToy (u— ]

Fr. 25.

[. . .][
[. . .yrpov

[

[
325 67?[

iV TOIS [

end of col.

Frs. 31+23.

]
305 ]

]

]/foy

'\

end of col. ?

Fr. 26.

][
] <P[

330 ]o yap .
[

1 . ov\i[

end of col.

Fr. 39.

].€[
]7/)0 . [

][
345 > 4

]•[

][
360 ] . 7[

Fr. 30.

top of col.

346 ] 77[

][

Fr. 34.

][

365 ][

Fr. 33.

]•[

310 ][
]?[

3^5

Fr. 37.

].[

335 y]0o[

]^
>[

Fr. 31.

350 ]. .[

6]70[

]8[

Fr. 35.

top of col.

366 ]y €*:[

Fr. 34.

][

320 ]e_i .
[

Fr. 28.

[

340 ] V . .[

^rai Atp[

end of col.

Fr. 33.

]?/«[

355 ] • /)[

][
^]"• • [

Fr. 36.

]€coy 0[

370 ] €/[
][

370. r of. inserted.
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Fr. 37. Fr. 38. Fr. 39. Fr. 40.

372 €.[ 375 ]0a[ y^lA 381 ]M
[ ][ ] . ai .[ ][
v[ ]0[ 380 ][ jaTre^i

Fr. 41. Fr. 42. Fr. 43. Fr. 44.

] . Trpo[ ]Ly ?/?[ ]"[ 396 ]v \ri[

385 j.Mfe.i ].yap ^[ ]^ei/[ ][
] . y . . [ 390 ][ '[^^Pi ]''''^[

].[ ].[ 395 W ]..[

Fr. 45. Fr. 46. Fr. 47. Fr. 48. Fr. 49.

400 ]ro ]. [ 406 ]. [
4" ]•

]va[ ]v [ ];[ 410 ] .[ jet

] . TO .

[ 405 jai'i ]o[.] .
[

end of col. ^iy

Fr. 50. Fr. 51. Fr. 52. Fr. 53.

].Te/[ 46].5^[ 4i8 ] • [.]e[ 420 M- •] • [

415 ][ ]ai'v[ ]o• [ ] .6[
end of col. end of col. end of col. end of col.

Fr. 54. Fr.55. Fr. 56. Fr. 57. Fr. 58.

422 ][ ]v pei[ 426 ]
[

42S ] .[ 430 ]^eA[

425 ] . [ ]^«?[ ]\'[

Fr. 59• Fr. 60. Fr. 61. Fr. 62. Fr. 6^.

432 ] .[ ][ 436 ]_i/ 438 ][ 440 ] . .
[

])[ 435 ]<?.•[ ]far ] . . [ ] . [

Fr. 64. Fr. 65. Fr. 66. Fr. 67. Fr. 68.

442 ]vai• o[ 443 ] • • l?[ 444 ][ 445 ] . [ ]_z/ 7[
end of col. end of col. ][ 45° ]ffoiy[

][ ]fiA[
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29~37• 1^^, . . ; . •\.. . , (pa .
' ' ovras\\ tovs',(,\] * fv e', 8e \ iv 'Kiyei.

' ..." US being two, and the judges four ", thus evidently forty ; but Lysippus in the

Bacchae says that they were five, and so does Cratinus in the.'
38—97. [o]rt TO e[y^fvov ev Bevrepcu Tlfp\ nfp\' ' , () ^.(^ yap^ \^,' \\ ][],' ?] [] ebvvaTO^ '^ \\ 'Apyeiov\\€]^], Xeyti yap nepl Kaivea ' ' Kaivfj TJj ((). eneiTa,

oil yap Upov TtKev e^ eKeivov aWov, ^ (\\8'', [€'[[?;1/ €, \ (
)^, . \ yiyvfTai( ^,' \ iv ayopa KeXevei dveiv ? deoliVri ' ( .

\ , ?1? \^ , ,(\ y .' '' yap"(. ] \]'
' (),

' ,, \^ . . .

' That what Theophrastus says in the second book Concerning Kingship about the

spear of Caeneus is as follows. " And this is the king who really rules by his sceptre, not

by his spear like Caeneus." For Caeneus claiming to govern by his spear, not by his sceptre

as is the fashion of most kings, failed, because he had no power, according to the story related

by Acusilaus the Argive, to release. He describes Caeneus as follows. " Caene daughter

of Elatus was united to Poseidon; afterwards, since it was impious for them to have

children either by him or by any one else, Poseidon made her an invulnerable man,

possessing the greatest strength of any person then living, and when any one stabbed him
with iron or bronze, he was conquered most certainly of all. So Caeneus became king of

the Lapithae, and waged war with the Centaurs. Afterwards he set up his javelin in the

market-place and bade people sacrifice to it. But this was not (pleasing ?) to the gods, and

Zeus seeing him doing this, threatened him and stirred up the Centaurs against him ; and

they cut him down upright below the ground, and put a mass of rock above as a tomb ; so

he died." That is apparently what is meant by Caeneus ruling by a spear, and it also

explains what is said by the god in Euripides' 6 "And I was without

child by her, but she bare to Alcmaeon twin children, a virgin." If the inquiry is made
how union with a god is without offspring, (it is shown) through the aforesaid . .

.'

101—20. OTi [ ] . [. . . . /!/] ['. ITfpi^
[ 1 1 [',^ \^(^, }] yypa\^a ^ ^, Tpi?JT0V ['.]\ 2] \\] [ ]''' [' ^[^[ ^' [s ^.' \"\ 6\^ Xy . . .

' That . . . and Polemon in the [.] book Concerning the Acropolis do not . . . Thucydides

... the son of Melesias and father of Stephanus called the Stupid ; but they say that the

historian was the son of Olorus, and a third was the Pharsalian. With regard to the father
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of Stephanus Plato also says in the Mem " That Thucydides brought up two sons, Melesias

and Stephanus ; these he educated ". And Hermippus the poet in the lapetus says . . /

121—30. ] iv _^'[/; \((^^\5 [?7]5'
' \\^ €'^€[]€',
', \.\' ajilrerat ?.'[ ' '[/ ?][ eji/ [llfpl ;];[' . . .

' ... the northern horse of Heracles mentioned at the beginning of the Omphale of Ion

thus :
" At length from the boundaries of Pelops we drive forth, Hermes, the northern

horse, and the road is finished." Mnaseas of Patara in his work Concerning Oracles has

solved the difficulty . .
.'

146—52. '. . . K(v.V\ (TV, yvvai, ((^ (\(\ fivai
j

[ (]$, ^6[ ?]/ [ 6\. \ [ ! de

r,[..].[...eV]r[a]e' [. .>[...

' " . . . and thou, lady, from whom dost thou boast thy descent ? " and so on, and that

Arctinus relates her death in full, and des in the 5th book of . .
.'

160—"76. "^ [\^ ] [][ ]" '[][(\
\8]^ ] /lifyaXov^^' 7[ ?] ^ yap[ oJXt'yot

7 elpi,\], ^^ /7[€], K^uin\fp\\](' [^7;^^) ?]^. \ ? '^![ ?^
'] 7[][][' '

. . .

'
. . . Phrynichus relating ..." To Pallas destroyer of cities I call, to the sustainer of

Avar, the pure, the child of great Zeus, the horsetamer " thus introduces (?) it. For not a few,

like Chamaeleon, are in doubt whether this was formerly written by Stesichorus or by

Lamprocles, though Phrynichus attributes it to Lamprocles the pupil of Midon {?). Aristo-

phanes also introduces it saying "To Pallas destroyer of cities, the terrible" . .
.'

219—28. . . . |[? (V €[? ] ^ ]

((\.\ ?]eiOt [<? ^ ?
|

['] ',
\ ?\} [].

'
. . . the Naxians ... is a disputed frontier . . . the Thracians . . . released him. The

Parians carried off Aristodemus to Paros and censured him for this, and after bringing him

to trial put him to death.'

23-7. Fr. 26, where in 1. 329 ] [ can be restored (cf. 11. 31-2), is perhaps to be

placed at the bottom of Col. i, as Allen suggests.

29. ]s avTt[ : the division of these letters is uncertain, can be read instead of t.

30. ]ov : ev can equally well be read. All that is visible before 1^ is a spot of ink in

about the middle of the line. ]av is impossible, and other vowels are improbable.

€ . epa .: except in pa, only the bottoms of the letters are preserved. The first seems

to be or and [t] may be lost between it and the second, which is rather more like , , or

than e.g. or i, and does not come below the line as far as usually does in this hand. The
third must be , , or , and the last can be , , i[s], , , , or . Cf. the next .

: the first person is not found elsewhere in 1611, and Svovras can hardly be

right, though possibly the participle is to be corrected to or .() : cf. 1. 128

[]'/. The present active of 8veiv is very rare outside epic poetry, suits the vestiges

very well ; the lacuna between these two broken letters could take [i], but not []. As was

suggested by Prof. Rostowzew, it is better to divide () ovtos and regard: . . . as
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a quotation from a comedy. The preceding words can also be an iambic line, ending vw
ae opav. Cf. also 11. 23-7, n.

35. €'. for 5 judges at contests of comedies cf Schol. Ar. Birds 445' rovs. oi df Tcis e ei8avovv, Hesych. nevre' roty

f ov ^ iv,, Zenobius, Cent. \\. 64 fv '
. . . ^', ^, which is copied by Suidas. The difficulty !

is that 4 judges (1. 32) at contests of comedies are not attested at any period, and
what ' 40 ' refers to is very obscure. Apart from the references quoted concerning Comedy,
the question of the number of judges at dramatic contests and the method of selection is not

'

yet very clear; cf Miiller, Lehrb. d. griech. Buhnenalt. 368-72. In Plut. Cwion 8 the ten

strategi appear as judges in a contest at which Sophocles won the first prize ; but it is generally

supposed that there were normally 5 judges for tragedies as well as for comedies, and these

were in both cases selected by lot from a larger body of 10, i.e. i for each tribe, this body
of 10 having been chosen by lot from a much larger number, of which the size is unknown.
But it is not satisfactory to identify the ' 40 ' with the largest body. The number ' 5 ' in

|

connexion with contests of comedies might also refer to the contending poets, of whom 5 are
j

attested in the time of Aristophanes and in the second century b.c. (cf. Miiller, op. cit. 321),
'

and these might be connected with\^ in 1. 29 and be contrasted with ,
not with (: . Owing to the loss of the beginning we are unable 1

to suggest a satisfactory explanation of the passage ; but in view of (i) the common use of !

in connexion with dramatic contests in particular, and (2) the two references to Old
Comedy, it remains probable that contests of comedies are in some way meant. Of the

Bacc/iae of hysippus, which seems to have been his most popular play, six fragments are

known, and of Cratinus' nine. 1

38. ["Jrt: cf. 1. loi. The papyrus is not broken, but no trace of is visible; it has

more probably been obliterated than omitted by mistake, might be the beginning of

a section of a work in the style of Aristotle's Problevis, but does not suit in 1. 42
;

cf. the next n.

42. TovTo, we think, refers to the following quotation, like in 11. 56 and 115.

There is no marginal indication of the beginning of a quotation here, as there is commonly
elsewhere (cf. p. 1 2 9) ; but is unintelligible as part of our author's commentary. Where
the Theophrastus quotation ends is not quite clear. It might stop after/? in 1. 46, or[ in 1. 54, or in 1. 83, where the Acusilaus quotation in any case ends

and there are strokes in the margin, or even after^ in 1. 85. That 11. 85-100 belong
,

to Theophrastus is very unlikely, their subject being irrelevant to his treatise. We adopt

1. 46 as the dividing-point between the Theophrastus quotation and our author's comment.
If Theophrastus had quoted the long Acusilaus extract, which is not in itself likely, an
allusion to the latter would rather have been expected at the beginning of the section, and
below 1. 46 a paragraphus or other critical sign may have been lost.

46. is a mistake for. Cf. p. 130.

49-52. The ends of these hnes are on a fragment which was originally separate, but is

very suitably placed here, though there is no external inciication that it belongs to the top

of a column. |[] is inadmissible in 11. 49-50. [] in I. 51 is not at all satisfactory

in the apparent sense of with the accusative, but [/3] is no improvement, and

a preposition is required, and are the only alternatives to , [ being thus excluded

and [€ being also unsatisfactory.

53. t can equally well be read in place of the r of [^'7;, but [' (with

instead of in 1. 52) makes 1. 53 much shorter than the preceding lines, though not rnuch

shorter than 1. 54 if[ there is right.[ is possible as far as the size of the

lacuna is concerned, but would make 1. 54 unusually long.
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55• Katvfa ; or VLaiveals,

56. -^ in the margin, marking the beginning of the quotation, probably, as Allen

suggests, means (^), i.e. ' passage'; cf. Dion. Hal. De rhet. 4 and Apoll. Dysc. De syni.

i. 119. It also occurs in Atiecd. Oxon. ii. 452. 19 £/$• ( = Birds 1180), and in

the Anecd. Parisinum de notis (Bergk, Zeitschr. f. Alter. 1845, 88) along with the obelus,

which occurs in 1. 116 of the papyrus, also apparently to indicate a quotation, for which the

usual sign in papyri is the diple, e. g. in 405 (Part iii, Plate i). The obelus is explained

in U\t Anecd. Paris, in accordance with its usual sense of indicating an error ; of 'jl the writer

says chi et ro : haec sola vix ad voluniaiem uniuscuiusque ad aliquid nota7idum poniiur.: KaivLs, not, is the feminine form of Kaivevs elsewhere; cf. Phleg. Fr. 34
ot avToi (sc. Hesiod, Dicaearchus, Clearchus, Callimachus and others)-

yeveadai Kaiviba' Se

edeXr], 8 (Is civBpa, re, Se (. Ovid, who describes

at considerable length Caeneus' death in 31eiam. xii. 172 sqq., also has Caenis. Acusilaus'

work Avas largely based on Hesiod, and the story of Caeneus may have been derived from
the poet, though in the extant remains of Hesiod Caeneus is mentioned only in Scut. 179
among the list of the chiefs of the Lapithae. Homer also has only one mention of him,

A 264 Katvea ^/ re , which Schol. A remarks Kaivfvs€ nals, 8e, einpenrjs, \iiyiyTOS ),
els avbpa veavis$ ', €'»'9 ''|.

\ 8 TTOTe '' ev ,. 8' Zeus ' . toIs

\ ' 8. 8 {[, 59)>*'
8 , '' 8 6pvs ' 8, '8 , 8]. Eustathius' comment

the verse is very similar 8 ',\ \, \ ], \ ,. 8 . ,,. 8, 8 8 ,8, ^. Schol. Apoll. Rhod. i. 59 haS, ] av8pa., \ .8' 8. 8 '

,

, 8 ', 8/^)
8\ (= Pind. Fr. 167 Schroeder). 8 8
', . Zeus tous Kei/Taupous,

oiTik'es ' »', Agatharchides' description {De mari Eryth. 7) is' , 8 , 8', »' . The
connexion between some of these passages and the Acusilaus extract is very close, especially

in the earlier part of Schol. A on A 264 (followed by Eustathius), and the later part of

Schol. Apoll. Rhod. i. 59, where Acusilaus is either slightly paraphrased or reproduced.

Evidently Acusilaus was the chief authority for the Caeneus legend, though e. g. the details

about the request to be made into a man, which are absent in Acusilaus and are elaborated

in Schol. Luc. Gall. 19 somewhat diflferently, are probably derived from another mytho-
logist.
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59. lepov: a diaeresis above maybe lost. Acusilaus' remark seems very naive in

the light of the number of legends about children of the gods by mortals
;
and it is not

surprising that in 11. 85-100, the union of gods and mortals is further discussed by our

author with a parallel from Euripides.

TeKcV : most of the fourth letter has disappeared in a lacuna ; but after is part of

a stroke which suits the beginning of e, and the end of a horizontal stroke joining the

middle of survives, which excludes, the ordinary Ionic form, found e. g. in Hdt.

vi. 131, but of course with a circumflex accent, re/cee»' is an altogether impossible reading,

though' parallels for such a form are not wanting in Hdt.; cf. Smyth, Ionic Dialect, § 602.

TiKiiv is just possible as a reading, but much less probable than ^, because (i) the lacuna

is not large enough for ee with cross-bars as long as that in the e after , (2) the accent, with

the reading ee, would really be on the second e, not the first, where it ought to have been

placed, (3) though the Ionic second aorist infinitive in is ultimately derived from -e'ei/

(cf. Smyth, /. c), that form of the infinitive is not found in either Hdt. or Ionic inscriptions,

any more than in the MSS. of Homer, so that Acusilaus, though a writer of considerable

antiquity, is not at all likely to have used the form ^, nor would the corrector of the

papyrus 'have been likely to ascribe it to him by error, is a Doric form, parallel to

f'leXeV, ayayiv, &c. (cf. Kiihner-Blass, Gramm. i. 2, p. 58), and, the present extract being the

sole authority for Acusilaus' dialect, does not require to be altered to, especially smce

Dorisms tend to occur in Ionic, and the corrector has put the right accent on the form, not

merely omitted t.
. r 1 r • r

eKdvov : i. e. Poseidon, as is clear from e| aWov ovhevos, m spite of the contusion ot

genders in 1. 61. Cf. also Plut. Thes. 20 reKeiv fn ".
6 1, : 1..
63. []'•['7]'' : cf• yevvaioraTos ' in Schol. A quoted in 1. 56, .
66. : or k€vtoi . Herodotus avoids optatives in -47 and does not contract -eot

after a consonant, so that Acusilaus' usage was in any case not parallel to his.

occurs in Homer 320, in Tyrtaeus, in Solon,8 in Heraclitus,

Avhile Hippocrates prefers - to -eoi. On the other hand Theognis has, and ' even in

prose there is ample support for 01 after consonants as well as after vowels '
(Smyth, op. ciU

p. 531 ; cf. § 651).

67-8. : the Icxicons do not afford any parallels for this expression.

73-4. For the suggested restoration of these lines cf. the scholiasts quoted in 1. 56, n.

75. The letter following € can be v. e . [ is inadmissible, €t being the only

alternative to . No word meaning 'worshipped' seems suitable, and €] . is

apparently to be connected with what follows rather than vith the preceding sentence, so

that a word meaning ' pleasing ' would be appropriate { [^ ?).
, •

8. opuov is evidently a mistake for, as remarked by Allen ;
cf.6/ in the

Pindar fragment and 66 in Agatharchides, both quoted in 1. 56, n. The Ionic form of

opetov would be ovpuov, and that word is quite inappropriate here.

84. Ti is for TO.

85-6. A predicate for bwarai would be expected in place of , e.g.

or. ,

87-93. Of Euripides' Only three fragments are known with

certainty (Frs. 74, 75, 77 Nauck), but the argument of it is described by Apollodorus iii. 7. 7,

who calls the children in question (Amphilochus and Tisiphone)? , not twins as in

1. 92. Their mother (the of 1. 93) was Manto, daughter of Tiresias, and the eeos

of 1. 89 is evidently Apollo ; cf. ApoUod. iii. 7. 4 \ ((, and. 6. 3, where in a different legend Mopsus is called the son of Apollo and

Manto.
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97. The verb in the apodosis may well have been^, as Rostowzew suggests.

loi-ii. The restoration of 11. 102-3 . . .\\( is due to Stuart Jones ;

cf. int. and Marcellinus, V^ia Thuc. §§ 16—17 "''"''? 8 eVl,''8 (in § 55 t^e inscription is quoted

on the authority of Antyllus). 6 yap rot? MeXtrtVt KaXovpevais( iv}, 8 \ . ( (8. .
ytvovs ' ! yap ov8f\s . \ 1\ ev Hep),., \ ytyevrjaeai, and § 28 eyevovTO ',

€ 6 \ ,, os \ ', \, .
There were four books of the . according to Strabo ix. p. 396. The letter

following in I. 102 is very uncertain, only a spot of ink at fhe bottom of the line being

preserved, which indicates an angular letter (a or ) or else one beginning with a vertical

stroke (e. g. , , or ) rather than a round letter such as . \_ in 1. 105 (//• is the only

alternative for ) suggests an inscription about Thucydides son of Melesias and father of

Stephanus, parallel to that apparently mentioned by Polemon in the same work with

reference to the historian; and in fact Athen. vi. 234 d states that Polemon <^\' . . . ^ ?, f/, . . . This Stele may Well be identified with Of

connected with the here, especially since the paternity of Stephanus seems to the

point with which our author is most concerned (cf. 11. 1 1 2 sqq.) ; but the Athenaeus quotation

is generally assigned to Polemon's \ (Athen. ix. 409 d), and

Polemon was there clearly concerned with the meaning of, not with Thucydides,

so that in any case our author's reference to Polemon was not to the

passage quoted by Athenaeus. For[ in I. 107 (suggested by Allen) cf Plut.

Cwwn 4 . . . ,, and Aeschines Socraticus quoted by Athen. v. 22\3. The IS nearly certain, but it is necessary to suppose the omission of

owing to homoioteleuton. Upon the restoration of the end of 1. 108 depends the

sense of the whole passage. Starting from the fact that Polemon according to Marcellinus

mentioned both Thucydides the historian and Thuc. the Pharsalian (a proxenus of the

Athenians in 411 b. c. ; cf. Thuc. viii. 92) in the ., vfe think that in 1. no
includes Polemon (1. 102), and therefore in 11. 10 1-2 the name of another author is to be

supplied, to which ?; . [ in 1. 102 may belong,[ in I. 108 referring to both names. For] in 1. no cf MarceUinus § 28 quoted above. The general sense of 11. loi-ii seems

to be that Polemon llfpl. and another author referred to not one Thucydides only{ or may have followed in 1. loi) on the evidence of an inscription (.? '], or ],[ in 11. 104-5), but to three in all. A mention of Thucydides by name is expected

before 1. io6, and ©oyKueiJlSiji/ can well be restored in 11. 101-2 (in which case there is room
for only a very short name after it before , and in 1. 106 is probably uv]\tov), or]

|

can be read in 11. 105-6 ; but a restoration of the whole passage is scarcely

possible. The hypothesis that qualifies the whole sentence and the point is that Polemon
did not mention (»7[ could be read in 1. 102) the son of Melesias, but only the other two

persons called Thucydides, is unsatisfactory, for though Marcellinus does not refer to

Polemon in connexion with the son of Melesias, Polemon of course knew about the

politician, and[ does not at all suggest that is to be connected with a verb

meaning 'mentioned'. A different sense would be obtained by restoring[ in 1. 108 as

the subject of, contrasted with in 1. 102, who would then stand by himself.

To get rid of the supposed author coupled with Polemon is an advantage, but with Tpi]rov in

1. no the passage would then produce a marked conflict with Marcellinus' statements that
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Polemon referred to the historian and the Pharsalian in the mp\. This difficulty could
be somewhat lessened by restoring ^- instead of rpijiroi/ in 1. no, and supposino• the
general sense to be that Polemon identified a certain Thucydides with the son of Melesias
while others maintained that he was the Pharsalian. But the reference to the son of Olorus
then becomes rather pointless, especially in view of the circumstance that Polemon is known
from Marcellinus to have produced evidence for the ancestry of the historian.

1 13-19 Cf. 3Ie7W 94 c( 5tl . One MS. (F) has <5 ., which is
possible here, and before in I. ii8 the MSS. insert. A similar passage occurs in the
Pseudo-Platonic Uepl^ 378 a, where it is stated with regard to Melesias and Stephanus
t6v y' erepov -, ' hepov . IMelesiaS is a character in the
Laches, but nothing more is known about Stephanus, except the inscription discussed in
the preceding n. For the obelus against 1. 116 cf. 1. 56, n.

119-20.[ ] ; the title is added to distinguish him from the philosopher,
6. The poet was older than Eupolis and Aristophanes according to Suidas!
The titles of nine of his comedies are known, but not the lapetus.

121. /[] : the Omphale was a satyric drama, of which sixteen fragments are
known. Another quotation from it perhaps occurred in 11. 277 sqq.

123. () Hpa/cAfoi/s should perhaps be read, Heracles being then the speaker of the two
lines; cf. 1. 89 \yovov . As the text stands, the subject of[] may be
the satyrs, not Heracles.^ With^ [] (so Allen) cf. Homer 221 sqq. roO

. . . . Perhaps Bopeios should be written.
124-5. . . .: cf. Fr. 24 (NaUck) of the Omphale \

xpoos apeivov fj 6 ev . The scene of the Omphale was laid in Lydia
(cf. Frs. 22, 23, 27). Possibly Heracles had been sent by Omphale to fetch one of the
horses sprung from Boreas which belonged to Pelops ; cf. the legend of the capture of
the horses of Diomedes, which Heracles gave to Eurystheus (Apoilod. ii. 5. 8). But the
plot of the Omphale is very obscure.

127. /erai, which would mean ' is winnowed ', is obviously an error for^ : cf. e.g.
Homer 251 yap .

128. []66 : the analogy of the preceding lines two letters before\ would
be preferable, but probably the column sloped away a little to the left, though in 1. 129
can be omitted, [] is also possible, the simple verb as well as beino- used
for solving difficulties. Cf. for \ . . . 11. 174-5, .

128-9. /[6• .?] [^ : cf. int. and Susemihl i. 679. 1611 agrees with the

^i i'rc?"
^^^^°^' ^^"^^^' ^^^ Lucian in giving Patara (in Lycia) as his birthplace, while

the MSS. of Athenaeus and Photius call him ^, i. e. from Patrae in Achaea, but in
the light of 1611 are to be emended to 6^. With regard to the title of his work on
oracles Schol. Pindar, 01. ii. 70 calls it \, while Schol. Hesiod, Theog. 117 calls
It 17 vay. 1611 Seems to agree with the former, but [ j][ vvayy is a possible reading.

135-43• The coronis after 1, 138 probably indicates a following quotation (cf. 1. 115
and int. p. 129), to which^ in 1. 141 may well belong. Allen suggests[
.... in 1. 139 and [(( in 1. 141, i.e. a quotation from the Aeihiopis of
Arctmus, which is perhaps cited in 11. 145-50 ; cf 11. 148-9, n. But oi (probably> [ in
1. 142 does not suit this hypothesis, and the colour of Frs. 3 and 4 is different, so that
a connexion between them is unlikely. Lines 136-8 might also be hexameters, as Allen
remarks, e. g. ov[{ [. . .

146. eyyoi/loy: this Spelling occurs in Attic inscriptions down to 300 b.c. and
in Ptolemaic inscriptions and papyri (cf JMayser, Gramm. d.griech. Pap. p. 228); but is
not legitimate in hexameters.

L
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148-9. Ap |/cTi ?] : [ PjOio? can equally well be read, or possibly [. .jXtoj, Achaeus
wrote tragedies entitled", ^,,,, KvKvos, MoTpat,,
Olbinovs, UeipiOovs,, and, one of which may have described the death of the

woman in question ; but if the author mentioned in 1. 149 also wrote the hexameter verse

quoted in 1. 146 (which is probable, but not clear), he is not likely to have been Achaeus. With
Ap\KTi]vos (Allen) the quotation would come from the Aethiopis, the woman being Penthesilea

and the speaker presumably Achilles ; cf. 11. 135-43, n. \ may, however, end 1. 148,

150-2. It is not possible to restore-^ . . . [] e \:\{,
154. Not more than one line, if any, is lost before the top of the column, twenty-four

lines being accounted for, if Fr. 43, which is referred to the middles of 11. 160-2 a, is rightly

placed, as is practically certain. That Fr. 5 belongs to the upper part of the column of which
Fr. 6. i is the bottom is indicated by the colour of the verso besides the suitability of the

resulting restoration.

158-9. (]j9o[ep .\ (Allen) can be restored; cf. 11. 162-5, n. and int.

160. []'[£ : cf. 1. 1 7 1 . «"
j
TOiy []'[;^

|
;;[]|€/[; is Unlikely On acCOUnt

of the verb in 1. 165 {napc^oui ?).

161. Perhaps a0jj-yo[u]/x6i[oi.
162—5. Cf. Ar. Clouds 967 '(\ 8eivap' ' ', where

Schol. RV have , : (, .. V),

( V, om. R) (
ayvav '^, and Schol. Aid. has . . ., ?. ' be' ., aS in Schol. RV, but adding

after€. , ' €/ ' ^ ' ^ (
iypfKvboipov ayvav (yov, \. Schol. Aristid. 21 7 Dindorf (in reference to the Aristophanes line) has

TovTO ' ' \ (time of Hadrian)

iv (sc.) , ' . ' Seivijv
'' yap €£ ' -

ayvav (^ OV MSS.) (corrupt). These passages are discussed by Wilamowitz, Texigesch. d. griech. Lyr. 84-5.

There were evidently at least two versions of the hymn. 1611 agrees with the version in

the first note in Schol. Aid., which is really the same as that of Schol. RV and Schol.

Aristid., the former scholium merely omitting and the latter having for

and adding two words at the end. This, the shorter of the two versions, was that

of Phrynichus, as is clear from 1611, and was rightly stated by Schol. RV and Schol.

Aristid., whereas the first note in Schol. Aid. wrongly assigned it to Lamprocles. The
longer version, i. e. that of Lamprocles, with which Aristophanes' citation, so far as it goes,

agrees, was given in the second note in Schol. Aid., where the authorship is not clearly

indicated. None of the schol!k makes it clear which Phrynichus is meant. The lyric and
tragic poet was formerly supposed to be indicated, but now the Phrynichus in question

whether understood or not by the scholiasts (cf. Wilamowitz, /. c), is generally considered to

be the comic poet. 1611 also makes no clear sign on this point, but the way in which

Phrynichus and Aristophanes are coupled{ is apparently used with regard to both

;

cf the next n.) favours the identification with the comic poet. The brief statements in

Schol. RV may be derived from our author's fuller discussion, if he was reproducing Erato-

sthenes or, as is possible but not likely (cf int.), was Eratosthenes himself. The other

scholia do not seem to be specially connected with 1611.

165. [•: cf. 1. 1 75 ]. The word can mean either 'imitate' or
' introduce '.
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168./: cf. p. 1 29. His work nepi: is cited by Athen. ix. 374 a.

171. The omission of the superfluous t is indicated by both a dot above it (cf. e. g. 1624)

and a stroke through it.

172-3, [() |
?] : may be at the end of the line, but \[] does not

fill the lacuna and is unintelligible. The suggested restoration is very doubiful, but brings

the passage into connexion with Schol. Aid. on Ar. Clouds 967 (quoted in II. 162-5, "•), and there is no objection lo [\, if the last two letters were written

small, as often happens at the end of a line. Schol. Plat. A/czd. i. 387 makes Lamprocles

the pupil of Agathocles and teacher of Damon. [ can hardly be an adjective of place,

for Lamprocles was an Athenian.

174-5. For . . . 8e cf. 11. 128, n., 150-1, 228-9.

183. ,[: ^.
195. : cf. 1. 306. But Fr. 7 does not belong to the same column as Frs. 21-2.

202. \ is perhaps[ in some form. \[, cannot be read, p or being the

only alternatives for .
212-14.\ (V [rats ?] uTiaeai: the restoration is due to Allen. The

AVOrks variously entitled Ilepi, ,, KriVeif( \ (Hellan.

Fr. 109 from Steph. Byz. ; 1611 seems to have had or alone), and perhaps ilfpi, are all considered to be identical by Gudeman in Pauly-Wissowa, Rea/enc. viii. 136-7.

216. for {) occurs as early as the end of the first century in the^
papyrus.

218-28. Cf. int. p. 129.

222-3. fif^'^n" [\}]( 8e : the vestige of the letter following is too slight

to be a real clue, but suggests or more than a letter beginning w^ith a vertical stroke,

or round. ({) = is much more likely than .
[

(i. e. some part of),
for there is hardly room for a substantive in 1. 222 as well as the beginning of a participle.

In Dittenberger, Or. Gr. Inscr. 55. 6, €( is apparently a mere variation of spelling for, Avhich occurs in 1. 13, not a perfect, as regarded by Mayser, op. cit. p. 331.

223. The correction is by the first hand ; cf. p. 130. The reading of the letter after

is very doubiful, but or suits better than any other letter.

224. [/ : cf. 1. 226. But J7, «, , 1/ or . [ or t . [ can be read in place of .
228-9. ^f• ^'• 74~> ^•

231. If the paragraphus is rightly placed (cf. however 11. 90-1, where it is not), \_
is not to be connected with 11. 232 sqq., so that\ is not very likely.

cannot be read.

245.[ : the sccond letter might be or i, the third a or , the last v.

247. 7;[.• no personal name beginning thus is known, but there might be

a reference to the places" or '^' or adjectives derived from them, ^seither

[ nor[ is admissible ; [5 (a river in Sicily so spelled in Thuc. vii. 84)

is possible, but seems too long, even with ejt in 1. 248, while\\ [-
Ttvoi, which is possible as a reading, gives no construction. The division us \_ (or [)
does not suggest any suitable word.

268. Perhaps ,\(.
270. ]'[: the third letter could be read as . The division^ ([ is more

probable than ]y vabi[.

278. Possibly] cf. 1. 121, .
28. [6][?] : the tip of a vertical stroke below the line suits r, and is inconsistent

Avith the terminations of,8, or, who are the only other tragic poets

known to have written an Ores/es. Of Theodectes' play with that title only one line

is extant.

L 2
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281. e above the line is cursively written ; cf. p. 130.

283. ][.]/ [. : is possible in place of , and or instead of after ^los.][] h[f can be restored, but this line may belong to the quotation from the Orestes
;

cf. int. p. 129.

301.[ : of. 1. 34.

303. yrp[•. Frs. 21 and 22 join here, the tail of the being on Fr. 22.

306. : cf. 1. 195, n.

327-31. Cf. 11. 23-7, n.

339. After is an erasure with perhaps one or two letters above it.

341. [ is more likely to be connected with Xelpiov than with Xipos. It does not seem
possible to read aip[.

359. ][ : poSSibly][.
369-70. Allen suggests][] (or [\8€)([ : but if SO

the order of the words is unusual.

392-5. Fr. 43 has been assigned to 11. 160-2 a.

442. There is no other instance in 1611 of a stop in the middle position, and it is

very doubtful whether Fr. 64 belongs to this papyrus.

1612. Oration on the Cult of Caesar.

28-2 X 12 cm. Third century.

This papyrus, which was found with 1606-8, &c., and concludes the

publication of the first of the three large finds of literary papyri in 1905-6

(cf. 1606. int.), belongs to a speech of a novel character, the subject of it being

the cult of a Roman Emperor, who is called simply 'Caesar'. One column
of forty lines is fairly well preserved, and there are beginnings of lines of a second

column, besides a small detached scrap, which does not seem to belong to Col. i.

The handwriting is a not very elegant specimen of the sloping oval third-century

type. The beginnings of the lines, which contain 15-20 letters, slope away
to the left in a marked degree, and the ends are decidedly uneven. Paragraph!

and frequent high stops occur, t adscript is written in 1. 27, but in 1. 11 its

insertion is doubtful. A correction in 1. 12 is in a dififerent hand, which used

lighter ink, but seems to be not appreciably later than the first. In 11, 22-5
apparent corruptions have not been altered.

The main purport of the oration, so far as it can be ascertained, was the

opposition of the speaker to the cult of Caesar as practised in his own city

(1. 26 Ivdabe), or rather to certain extensions of it or novelties (cf 1. i, n.)

proposed by his adversaries. To Caesar-worship in general he does not seem
to have been opposed, for in 11. 22 sqq. he expressly deprecates^ towards

Caesar, and disclaims any wish to deprive him of the ' glory of immortality '. In

addressing his audience he habitually used the second person plural (11. 30 sqq.),
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while his opponents are also spoken of in the plural (1. 11) ;
but in 1. 10[] a single adversary seems to be indicated, and in 1. i the second person

singular is apparently used, with reference to an opponent more probably than

to himself in an objection placed in the mouth of an adversary. The first six

lines are too incomplete to be restored : a new sentence began in 1. 7, as is shown

by the paragraphus. The speaker refers to the rites performed in honour of

Caesar, and strongly asserts his satisfaction that these were not invented by his

fellow countrymen (im^ls), but at Nicaea by an individual whom he declines

to describe (11. 9-17). His argument is that this cult ought to be left to the

Nicaeans.. and that the observance of it at his own city would be as impious to

Caesar as the celebration of the Eleusinian mysteries at any other city than

Athens would be to Demeter (11. 17-29 ; this interpretation rests on two rather

violent alterations in the text, which are, we think, absolutely necessitated

by the context; cf 1. 22, n.). Evidently conscious that he was treading on

dangerous ground, the orator then declares his intention of proving that his

own views were not really derogatory to the immortality of Caesar (11. 30-5)

;

but the text becomes fragmentary at this point, a contrast being apparently

drawn in 11. 35-40 between the previous and the existing cults at the city

in question. From Col. ii nothing of importance can be gleaned.

The boldness of the speaker in dealing with so delicate a topic as Caesar-

worship is striking, and one would gladly have learnt more of his views on this

interesting subject. As the fragment stands, it is difficult, perhaps impossible,

to reconstruct the background of the situation with any approach to certainty.

The first questions to arise are (i) what place was meant by hOah^ in 1. 26, and

(2) which, if any particular emperor was meant by 'Caesar'? The reference

to Nicaea as the starting-place of the cult to which the speaker objected suggests

a connexion with the well-known description of the origin of Caesar-worship in

Dio Cassius 11. 20 h\ kv (sc. 29 B. C.) re ( ^
ry ' re h. € ? iv re tij' h Trj7€. ? rois' ' avTols '
Tois € ] iivoLS( '?)€, tols\/? h,
09 6 Bievvols h €€€. ^^ ew

iv tol9^? €€, h rois?'^ ^^. Dio's statement that the temples at Pergamum and

Nicomedia were dedicated to Augustus alone requires modification, since it

conflicts with the statements of Tacitus, Ann. iv. 37, that the temple at Pergamum

was dedicated to Augustus and Rome, and of Suetonius, A?i£^. 52, that Rome was

regularly associated with Augustus in the provincial cults; cf. Kornemann,
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Klio, i. 98. The correspondence between the papyrus and Dio would be made

most exact by supposing the speaker in 1612 to be a Roman (which is in any

case probable), and ' Caesar' to be Julius throughout, kvdahe, with which Nicaea

is so vehemently contrasted, might well be Nicomedia ; for the two cities were

long engaged in feud on the question of the headship of Bithynia, and the

dispute was sufficiently important to be the subject of an oration by Dio Chrysostom

(no. 38), recommending his compatriots of Nicomedia to come to terms with

Nicaea. The hypothesis that the speaker in 1612 was a Nicomedian would

also accord very well with the reference in 11. 24-8 to Demeter ; for that goddess

appears on the coins of Nicomedia (Wroth, Caial. of Greek coins of PoJttus, &c.,

pp. 181, 183, 186), and Arrian, the most famous citizen of Nicomedia (cf. Steph.

Byz. s. v.), was perpetual priest of Demeter and Core there (Schwartz in Pauly-

Wissowa, Realenc. ii. 1230). With this interpretation of 1612, which is based

upon the identification of 'Caesar' with Julius and the existence of a close

connexion with Dio, the oration was presumably delivered during the reign of

Augustus, Avhen Caesar-worship of any kind was still a novelty. But there

are several other possible modes of interpretation. The references to * Caesar

'

in 1612 do not necessarily indicate that he was dead at the time when the

oration was delivered (though cf. 1. 31. n.), and if he was alive, ' Caesar' must be

Augustus or one of his successors, not Julius. The date of the papyrus practically

excludes the possibility of a later emperor than Severus Alexander being meant

(Diocletian, who made his residence at Nicomedia, is quite out of the question)

;

but, especially in view of the rather compromising character of the contents of

1612, it would be more satisfactory to diminish the interval between the supposed

date of composition and that of the papyrus, which if 'Caesar' is Julius or

Augustus seems to be about 200 years. Caracalla and Heliogabalus both

wintered at Nicomedia, and festivals in honour of Commodus and the brothers

Caracalla and Geta are mentioned in the coins of Nicaea (Wroth, op. cit. pp. 162,

166). It is also just possible that in 11. '^^-6 there is a reference to ' Caesars' in

the plural, and that these are the reigning emperors. Not only is the hypothesis

that the scene of the speech was Bithynia quite compatible with the identification

of ' Caesar ' with a much later emperor than Augustus, but the provenance of the

papyrus rather suggests Egypt as the scene, though 1612 is hardly parallel to

e. g. 471, a speech before an emperor directed probably against a praefect

of Egypt, which is also arranged in literary form, with punctuation, &c. Against,

however, the advantages to be gained by making ' Caesar ' throughout a second

or even third century emperor has to be set the consequent impossibility of

connecting the reference to Nicaea with the passage quoted from Dio Cassius.

If 'the Nicaean' was the author of the proposal mentioned by Dio, as the
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coincidence with regard to the place-name suggests, Ka[tcr]apt in 1. 11 ought

to be Julius, and there is no indication that in 11. 9, 24, and 32 a different

Caesar is meant. Moreover the use of the present tense kariv in 1. 15 in

place of , though explicable as a mere piece of rhetoric, rather indicates

that the Nicaean in question was still alive, and if so he cannot have been

a second or third century individual, unless the circumstances alluded to in

11. 14-16 were quite different from those described by Dio.

A third line of interpretation was proposed by Sir W. M. Ramsay, who, taking

Caesar as ' the Emperor' in the widest sense, i.e. including the dead as well as

the living, suggests that 1612 deals with the degradation of true Caesar-worship,

as expressing Roman patriotism, by superstitious admixture, as e.g. the Nicaean

cult of the Xttttos illustrated by the coins of that city (cf. Drexler in

Roscher's Lex. d. griech. 11. rom. Mythol. ii. 2693-6), and regards the papyrus as

a speech made in opposition to some such proposed degradation in the second or

early third century. The horse with human feet figured in Nicaean coins of

Antoninus Pius and Gordian is generally supposed to be connected with the

horse possessing humaiiis similes pedes in the equestrian statue of Julius Caesar

before the temple of Venus Genetrix at Rome (Pliny, Nat. Hist. viii. 155 ; cf.

Suetonius, y>//wi• 61) ; but whether the rider represented on the coins, who seems

to be the god Men, was also identified with Julius Caesar, is more doubtful, and

there are no indications in 1612 that the superstitious element to which the speaker

objected was concerned with a horse.

On the whole we are disposed to regard ' Caesar ' throughout 1612 as Julius,

not Augustus or a later emperor, whether dead or reigning ; but the mention of

'the Nicaean ' seems more likely to refer to some unknown innovation connected

with the worship of Julius, than to either the establishment of that worship at

Nicaea as recorded by Dio or the cult of the . In view of the

date of. the papyrus the speech was probably composed and delivered (or supposed

to be delivered) not earlier than the second century, and it is safer to make the

scene of it Egypt (i.e. Alexandria) than Bithynia. The author may well have

been a sophist of the age of Aristides or a little later, objecting to the introduc-

tion of some new kind of Oriental cult into the worship of Julius ; but such

a speech might also occur in a historical work in the style of Dio Cassius.

Fr. I. Col. i. Col. ii.

8e vea [ [

[ /*[

tovtol[ ye[
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€[ °V • i
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eva€§[ei ovSe ? J<ov[
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[
]<< .[...] e . [. .]€[

[ ]/ [to\u9 ^ -iT^i

40 [ ] . ay 80 . . [

8—37• • • • "^, [] ^ [/3, Xeyw []
TeXelf. [1 «'[^ €, (!,, /xeV, Set '»* eorca ' €( nap \\^,, d (?))€[ €€ [/^,
\ \^ ()\\(^)( {[\] ivBabe (( [\ [] ([]• yap( avfl[va?\ . [] ' €[€ ^ 8 [^

ea\v eo\ ? ]€€,^/ [ ] yap [. . Je[ ]
€(\(} [ \ PJi» oibev . . .

'
. . . he would wish these (?) really to magnify Caesar, I am referring to the rites which

they say that they perform to Caesar. It was not we who originally invented those rites,

which is to our credit, but it was a Nicaean who was the first to institute them. The

character of the man need not be described : in any case let the rites be his, and let them

be performed among his people alone, as the Eleusinian rites are among the Athenians,

unless we wish to commit sacrilege against Caesar himself, as we should commit sacrilege

against Demeter also, if we performed to her here the ritual used there ; for she is un-

willing to allow any rites of that sort (?). As a proof that you will not be depriving Caesar

of the glory of immortality, if you listen to me, 1 will tell you . .
.'

I. 8e vea [ : the use of the second person singular creates a slight, but by no

means insuperable difficulty; cf. int. might of course be e.g. \\, and fv[ . . .

could be read; but vea suits the context (cf. 1. 38 ), referring to the rites in

question.

3.[ : the last letter can also be y, , , or .
4. €\^ '. ^era-y[.

7-8. ] [\ : the vestige of a letter following is too slight to aftord a real clue, and

after it nothing may be lost.

8. TO .[. . .]: and sometimes closely resemble each other in this hand, and [.. .]

is just possible, but folloved by , , is preferable. There may have been a high

stop after, the surface of the papyrus being damaged at that point. In any case

seems to be the subject of, not the object of, though the construction

of 11. 7-10 is not clear. The sentence may have begun Avith ei.

r' 10. av[] : the vestige of the supposed is very slight, and there would be room

for another letter in the lacuna, for [] occupies the same space as in 11. 9 and 11.

is possible in place of a, but av seems necessary for the optative.

I I . [] : Or []. Cf. [] in 1. 2 7.

14. NtKoeus : cf. int.

16. may receive either a rough or a smooth breathing.

22. et ([]: the insertion of a negative is required both here and in 1. 25 to give

sense to the argument. [] there is evidently a mistake for, and here either

ft is to be altered to , or is to be inserted.

26. a[v] : V is almost certain, or ai, which are the only other possibilities, being much

less suitable. The repetition of av is not necessarily wrong, but probably there was

a mistake of some kind, possibly the incorrect division ([]'[' (sc.).
28-9- The subject of (^ is not clear, but is more likely to be Caesar or Demeter
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than the Nicaean. The next word is presumably an infinitive ending in [. a]t or \\ or

perhaps [a}v or [. The last letter is more like t than v, and no alternative is possible,

V before ei is almost certain, being the only alternative. The first letter must be a, -y, , ,
, , , : a spot of ink between this and probably, if the first letter is a, belongs to

that, not to a distinct letter, and is in any case inconsistent with a broad letter or one

coming below the line. avei\ya\t,, ' to allow ', is difficult, but suits the vestiges better than

[€\. In certainly, and possibly in also, the is closed at the top, as

ii the scribe intended to alter it to ; but he certainly did not write originally,

and is more likely to have intended , ovbev suits the vestiges better than^
(cf. I. 37). The supposed stop after it is uncertain; the surface of the papyrus is damaged
and ovBeva is a possible reading.

31. a^ai/|^aaiasj : cf. Dio Hi. 36 ' yeveaSai in the speech

of IMaecenas to Augustus. Lines 30-2 seem more appropriate to a dead than to a living

Caesar, who did not become technically till his death ; cf. int. p. 150.

34. The fetter following wv, if not r, is probably 7 or ,
35-6. It is rather tempting to read [].|'' (cf. p. 150) ; but the letter at the end

of 1. 35 is much more like e than a. ] might be the end of ].

1613. List of Earl\' Athenian Archons.

4-6 X 4-4 cm. Second century.

This small fragment from the middle of a column belongs to a list of the

earliest Athenian archons with the numbers of their years of office, like the lists

in Eusebius (Schone, Euseb. CJiron. i. 188 and App. i a. 11), Jerome {op. cit.

App. I b. 31), the Excerpta Latina Barbari {op. cit. App. 6. 217), and Syncellus

(ed. Dindorf i. 368, 399) ; cf. v. Schoefifer in Pauly-Wissowa, Realenc. ii. 582-3.

Such lists were no doubt common in Egypt ; cf. the chronological list of

Olympic victors in 222, and A. Bauer's Alexandrinische Weltclironik {Denkschr. d.

Wien. Akad. Ii). The handwriting is a small uncial of the Roman period,

probably of the second century. After the abolition of the Athenian monarchy

archons according to tradition were appointed at first for life, afterwards for

ten years, and from 683 B.C. onwards annually. The change from archons for

life to decennial archons began according to the Exc. Lat. Barb, with Alcmaeon,

but the other authorities make him the last of the first category. The papyrus

contains the name of Alcmaeon (1. 5) with the names of his four predecessors

and six successors in the best supported order (cf. 11. 3-4, n.) ; but the numbers
of the years of office are missing throughout, and there is nothing to show Avhich

view was taken with reference to the chronology of Alcmaeon. One name
is quite corrupt (L 6. n.) and another is misspelled (1. 8, n.). Only one more

name after 1. 11 is required to complete the list of decennial archons: before

1. I eight names of archons for life are probably lost; cf. . 3-4, n.
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ii. 50), the second vi. 71-vii. 20 (when complete vi. 68-vii. 26). The lines are for

the most part short, being divided much as in the extant MSS., and of the four

columns two (i and iii) are fairly well preserved, but the other two have only the

ends of lines. The upper margin is not preserved anywhere, but in Col. iii 1. 150
(= 01. vi. 95) is the last. 20 more lines corresponding to vi. 96-105 are

required to complete the ode, but these must have been omitted in Col. iv,

for 1. 158 (vii. 6) is at the back of 1. iii (vi. 72), and that the number of lines lost

at the top of Col. iv did not exceed 7 is clear from the size of the corresponding

interval between the last extant line of Col. i (1. 51 = ii. 17) and the first of Col. ii

(1. 57= ii. 21). How the 5 missing lines were distributed between Cols, i and ii

is not quite certain, for, as far as Col. i by itself is concerned, there is room for

I or 2 more lines at the bottom. But if, as seems not improbable, Ode vii

began at the top of Col. iv, the top of Col. ii can be made fairly even with the top

of Col. iv only on the hypothesis that 1. 51 was the last of Col. i. Otherwise, if

e. g. there are only 3 lines instead of 5 lost at the top of Col. ii, there will certainly

not be room at the top of Col. iv for the first few lines of Ode vii, especially since

the writing in Cols, iii-iv is by a different scribe from that of Cols, i-ii and less

compact. Neither scribe employed a formal uncial, the hand of the first being rude

and irregular, while that of the second tends to become cursive, particularly in

et at the ends of lines. Black ink was used by the first scribe as far as 1. 67,

brown ink by him in 11. 68-95 and by the second scribe, whose pen was
thinner. Iota adscript was rarely written. Both scribes inserted marks of elision

and diaeresis and occasional stops (high points), the second also occasional

breathings and an apostrophe after yap in 1. 144 ; but a breathing in 1. '^j in

brown ink was not written, originally at any rate, by the first hand. That is the

only trace of a subsequent revision apart from corrections clearly due to the two
scribes themselves. The date of the papyrus is certainly fifth or sixth century,

more probably the former, but the Byzantine documents found with it have not

yet been unrolled.

The MSS. of Pindar's epinician odes are divided into two families, called the

Ambrosian and the Vatican. Of the first group the chief representatives are

A (13th cent), C (late 14th cent.), (i3th-i4th cent.), V (late 13th cent.) ; of the

second (i2th cent.), D and (14th cent.). In 01. i this classification has to be

modified, since A there combines v/ith the Vatican group, D with the Ambrosian.
The archetype of both families is assigned to the second century, to which

the extant scholia are also referred. The text is generally thought to have been

preserved with considerable care owing to the efforts of grammarians, and to have

undergone comparatively little corruption since the second century, before which,

as is shown by quotations, it was far from being fixed. This view is borne out
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by the papyrus, which carries back the evidence some seven centuries and is

very close to the text of the best MSS., agreeing sometimes with the Ambrosian
family (11. 79, 113, 116-17, 121, H^, 169), somewhat oftener with the Vatican
(11. 8, 24, 30, 2,6, 59, 82, 85, 9a, 95, 126, 175). The difficulty in ii. 6 (11. 32-3, n.)

and the interpolation in ii. 29-30 (11. 70-1, n.) recur. A number of slips are
found, as is usual in Byzantine texts ; cf. e.g. 1618. Of the new readings the most
interesting occur in ii. 39 and vi. 77 ; cf. 11. 88 and 119, nn.

Col. i (Fol.

3 lines lost

^l^eoy^ i. 106

5 €0)1/ 7[€^
\\\9 lepoav

/e/^yu^[]^[•] ei 6[e
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^ /cA[ei 110
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/3€9 [€€ ?

8' - €[
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€ € ye 5
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[

3 (5e €[^ . 5
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^
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\iv € ][ 8 \
\Kpovos ]

55 [SvvaiTO ^^ ipyoav \<\
\KaBa 8€ yevoiT] .2[ ]

[[€][ ]€
6 [avcKa? ]
[€€ Se9 €][ [•]€
[]
[]

65 [€] 9
[]€ '[]
[€][ €€]

70 [€ ]9 €[ ]
[ Zivs]
[€ 9 ]^
[Xeyorrt (] \]

Col. (Fol. recto).

75 [^ N]r]peos

[a\iai9]
[IvoL €)(^][ ^][ € €]

8 [€9 ][^]^
[owoTe ']
[aTeipei ]
[€€]

25 85 [ ]
[€] re €[ e? ]9
[' ] re[ €€ ?]

9©[ ]
[€7 7][' ][] ^[]
[€ €KT€ive 9] ?[€9 ev

]

30 95 [ ^^]^
9 lines lost

3

4

5 lines lost

2nd hand e^ \ vi. 72

III 9[9 \] [€? ^
€9 [ep)(^ovTai€
pel'€ [9 e^

115 [
019 019€?^[^ 75€€[

Col. iii (Fol. 2 recto).'??
' [][][] [? ^? ([

135 [] € 85

€ €9 €pai[€ivo]v[ ]/[][[ ][] [9
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Xapi9 evKXea[
6 '€ 9 9

20 €9 avSpes€9^ ^
Xjejtrai??

€€[
09 €€

125 ^
evauopa

- KIV09 2,
Kpaiuu aeOev €][^

130 So^au € ein

80

^•[ ,^
140 TIap6ivia[u

['] €nec[T apxai\oy []^[9^9 9°

[ei] [)
€ '€ [9

145/[
146 €6[ ^

[re] [?^ ^
[€?^

150 '€[
end of column

95

7 lines lost

[viv ? evfjay

[ € ]
16[? ][ ]

[€9 ][ € ]/[ ? ] [ ]

1 65[^
\(. \ Xapis[? ]€€[ ^]
[/ €v €][]
[ ]•[ ]

Col. iv (Fol. 2 verso).

[^ ]?
. 6 [ €

][ ]
5

1 75[ ][€€ ][€?][ ][ re ]
[ ]

18 [?€ ][ ^?[]? [] [\[' e| 20

[?
l̂ines lost

8. The second yXvKvrepav is corr. from e : i.e. the scribe began to write^-
Tfpav, which is found in DN.

K[tv : so ABE ; all that remains is the tip of a vertical stroke, which would also be
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reconcileable with r[e, as proposed by Schr(oeder), but not with \, the reading

of CDN.
9. ^yv: this form is not certainly attested in Pindar; cf. 1604, II. 13, n.

[|€/ : so CE, Schr. ; ^^ BADN.
13.: so most MSS. rightly ; DE.

13-14.] : this passage is corrupt in the MSS., which all have\ against the

metre, except V (eV a.). The Byzantine correctors read in aWoiac, but Schr. conjectures

a.

1 . € ye: re MSS., except V (om. re). The Scholl. remark 6 '
. . .'' ( . . . ., from which it has been supposed that

there Avas a reading ', , which connects with in 1. 19, seems preferable to , but

may have arisen from the second .
1 8.: so MSS. except D {).
19. :. Cf. 1. 17, .
2 2. 1.[. , which is usually added by the MSS. after it, was written,

the end of this line projected very considerably ; but cf. 1. 145.

24. ]€•. EV.
Tiv \ :

' against the metre.

25. Tiv[a '] av8pa : SO ABE ; avbpa CD against the metre.

29.: SO ABDN^, Schr.; CN\ ZenodotUS ;.
30. : is corr. from (?). The word is omitted by A, which has.
32-3. ( : SO MSS. (mostly 6, but a few om). The second syllables of

om and ^evov ought to be long, and Schr. follows Hermann in reading om (= on-tSt). The division between the corresponding lines 68-9 comes a syllable earlier.

36. : against the metre ADN.
41. [][ : SO MSS.

; . (Hermann) or . in (Heyne) has

been suggested on metrical grounds.

52-7. These lines are restored so as to correspond to 11. 89-94. The traces of the

supposed V in 1. 57, which comes above the second a of^ in 1. 58, are very doubtful,

and the first syllable of(^)/, the reading of the MSS. in 1. 57, is against the metre ; there

is also an uncertainty about 1. 94 ; cf. n. ad loc. The reason for the assignment of all

11. 52-6 to Col. ii is explained in int.

59. (: so most MSS., Schr.;) A.

62. : . The word corresponds to Ai[os]
\

o- in 11. 26-7.

65. of[] is corr. from .
66. is corr. (V has been omitted by mistake after it ; cf. 1. 169, n.

70. niai : 1. aiei.

70-1. ([ ]: a superfluous verse which was athetized by Aristophanes,

but is found in all MSS. except those of Triclinius.

75. ];.• SO CE ; ABDN ;, required by the metre, occurs above the

line in CDN.
79.[ ye: , which is omitted by B, must have been written.

80. Considerations of space make the unmetrical form nepas, found in all ancient MSS.,

more probable than neipas, which was introduced by the Byzantine correctors.

82.: SO BE; against the metre ACDN.
85.: against the metre C^DN.
88. a Te : a MSS., which is generally retained by edd., though

Hermann conjectured (or a), and Mommsen 6 miTpatov from the schol. ';^( . muSt be wrong, but tWO Other

scholia . . . ( . . . and eVt . . .
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ayti would be compatible with an ancient reading, of which

might be a corruption, due to ( at the end of the previous Hne. The last

syllable of 1. 88 can be either long or short. It seems, however, more likely that, as

suggested by Lobel, the scribe has omitted an elision-mark and was really meant,

av belonging to «xetr. avfxtiv ' support ' is more suitable here than the simple verb

;

cf. Py. ii. 89 . . . OS( Tore pev avff irepois^ peya Kvbos and iVem,

vii. 89 el 8' avTo \ , and(( in the schol. quoted above. {) would be an

adverbial accusative or in apposition to 6 . This reading is probably right.

89. 8-10 letters would be expected in the lacuna, where the ordinary reading of the MSS.
gives 12, and perhaps there was an omission, « may well have been written ; cf. 1. 127.

92. ;^[/1 : aWos .
93. Considerations of space favour the correct forms Aaov (i. e. Adov) and (a v.

in the scholia and introduced by the Byzantines) against Aa'iov and which are found

in the MSS.
94. This Hne, if written, must have been rather cramped, for vios in 1. 93 presents the

appearance of belonging to the line immediately above TeKfaatv (1. 95).

95. TtKeaaeV. SO rightly; reef^' ACD ; reXtVaf E; om. N.

112.\ : SO ACD^ ; /3 ' ' the rest against the metre.

114.[ : 1614 may of course have omitted b, which is found in the MSS., but

vas deleted by Boeckh on metrical grounds.

1 1 6. : SO AC^DE, Schr. ; BC^N.
117—18.\ : SO CD (-^«), Schr. ;

ABE.
119. epos: so Callierges (Rome, 1515), as is supposed, from the scholia (e.g. in D;

cf. also Homer, 603 6'' ) ; ABCE ; DE (lemma) ; conj.

Schr. The objection to is that the second syllable is expected to be long here.

121. (8 : SO AB^ rightly ;8 the rest.

126-7. "' : so MSS. except A [).
131. -: the accent ought to have been paroxytone. Editors generally place no

stop after, explaining as a genitive of quality. The papyrus agrees

with Boehmer, Avho connected .. with.
132. [€]€ : SO most MSS. and edd. ; D;\ Triclinius.

133. \\^\', the( is wrong; cf. 1. 1 42, n.

135-6. fTiKev: \. fTiKTfv. Tty is merely an error.

142.: SO ABD ; I.€ with EN.
144. (: MSS.; « Wilamowitz, objecting to the poet's address to his poem,

and avoiding the three predicates without a connecting particle. The second letter of«
was not corrected, but the third was not originally, being corrected from a letter with

a tail, probably t or p.

146-7. .\: (BDE) is the form preferred by edd. The division

of these lines does not correspond to that in 11. iio-ii, where there are two more syllables

in the earlier line.

149-50. Cf. 11. 1 13-14, where there is a syllable more in the earher line.

150. On the omission of the end of Ode vi see int.

165• : 1..
167. That 1614 had with most INISS. rather than with CNO^

is not certain.

169. Considerations of space favour the insertion of ev which is omitted by BDE
before €][.

1 70. The stop after] is misplaced.

171. : 1. with the MSS. The scholia mention a v. 1..
175. €: so most MSS.; *€() A. Schr.
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1615. Sophocles, AJax.

4-2 X3-9 cm. Fourth century. Plate IV
(recto).

This small fragment from the middle of a leaf of a papyrus codex of

Sophocles, containing the beginnings of 11. 694-705 and ends of 753-64 of the

Ajax, was found with a number of other literary pieces which date from the third

or fourth century. The writing is a small sloping uncial with a tendency to

cursive forms and to exaggeration of the final letter of a line, and there is little

doubt that it belongs to the fourth century, probably to the earlier half of it.

Breathings, accents, marks of elision and quantity, and high stops were freely

inserted by the scribe himself The circumstance that this is the first papyrus

fragment of the Ajax to be discovered gives it a certain interest, but it is too short

to be of very serious value. A new variant in 1. 699, which has apparently left

a trace in Suidas, is likely to be right, as is another new reading in 1. ']^6, and the

quality of this text seems to have been distinctly high. The division of lines in the

choric passage is the same as that in the Laurentianus (L).

Recto.

io) 1(0 [
695 [€^^[

Trerpaias [ SeipaSos€[ ^ ?[^8
7 [[ epoi ^^^

[8 vwep^
[^

6 [^
705 € [€ €

Verso.

73 [^'P|cti '\ \ Toce[ ]' eav

755 [fi (€ €€] €•[ e6][ ]
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[
[niTTTeiu? ]€'8

76 [^ ][ eneiTa ][]'
[€9 ^] ^^^\ ] ^^'
[ € ^^ €]v[o^v

699•: MSS., a reading which seemed appropriate enough in view of the

close connexion between Pan and Dionysus. But, as was observed by Mr. A. C. Pearson,

is probably right. Pan was the cult-companion of the Mother of the gods (Schol.

Pind. Py. iii. 137), and in Strabo 466 the Curetes are connected with iepovpyias . . . re

Alos iv 5 - ev Tjj

€\ " . The region of Trojan Ida was in Mysia (Jebb on Ai. 720),

and in 1. 699 is no doubt rightly referred to the Curetes. In the scholia on 1. 699
as quoted by SuidaS S.V. is the following note :- ei8os. -€{ Xeyerat, be, \\. \ with L).

BepfKvvTia'/ yap € €, 8e . ev

enipeXrjs . / there has been corrected to, but in the light of 1615

and/ are to be corrected to Mvo-ta and $•, for what has Nysa to do with the

Berecynthian Mother .? If Nysa and Dionysus are got rid of, everything fits together, and
Sophocles is brought into line with Strabo; cf. also Virg. Aen. ix. 619 buxus . . . Pere-

cyntia Malris Idaeae, and Lucr. ii. 611 sqq. Idaeam vocitant Matrem, etc., the Curetes

being mentioned in 1. 633.

754.' : the supposed elision-mark and breathing are uncertain.

755. OeXoi: so L ; ^eXet the recentiores.

756. 8 e^l epav : vbe y\ . .] (' Lj 8&4 the

recentiores; some editors, objecting to the crasis of in Tragedy, write ^' td'

or ev : T^be Jebb. The accusative is quite as good as the dative, but

whether the scribe understood the passage is doubtful, for no stop is required after.
759. npos] : SO MSS. ; but whether the supposed traces of « are

really ink is not quite certain, especially as the preceding is rather large, so that . .

.

may possibly have been the reading, at any rate originally.

761.: so originally L, corr. by a later hand to, the reading of the

recentiores. Jebb prefers.
1616. Euripides, Orestes.

4-2 X 7-8 cm. Fifth ceniury.

A fragment from the middle of a leaf of a codex of Euripides, containing

parts of Orestes 53-61 and 89-97, written on thin vellum with brown ink in a

round calligraphic uncial hand of probably the fifth century. Elision-marks and

high stops at the ends of lines are probably due to the first hand : a corrector, who
used black ink, has altered the reading in 11. 60 and 91 and added occasional

a
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accents and stops (in 1. 56 in the middle position). This is the fifth fragment of

the Orestes which has been obtained from Egypt ; cf. 1370. int. It is too short to

have much bearing on the divergences of the MSS., but has a new reading which

may be right in 1. 61. The verso is in much worse condition than the recto. 1623

was found with 1616.

Recto.

53 [^ ya\p [eliS y[qv '? Tpoias

[]€/ Se [€^€
55 [](€ e/c \TpoLas

[\€• 8e [
[tls €(' ^ [(

[8]€? ety €[
6 []€^ ets ' €[/ €[ ]8€ ]? T[e

Verso.

89 [e|^ yevedXiov ][€
90 [ €\€ ]€0'[ evei \ €\€•[ €€'
[ ye]^•
[\€ ] [€][

95[ ^] € [^[ ] €
[ €\ \[] ^^^

53• W'^ • " edd., as in 1. 59 and 60.

58. The supposed accent on is somewhat uncertain, being really over the

: but in 1. 59 the accent on[ (which is also not quite certain) is above the .
59- 7reV[piai/ : Cod. Parisinus 2713; other MSS.; edd. Cf.

1. 58, n. Whether 1616 had( with most MSS. or( with Vat. is of course uncertain.

61. : MSS. Cf. int.

91. The first hand may have written 3 letters where was substituted by the

corrector. The MSS. vary between€ (so 1616 corr., the Marcianus and edd.),, and iv, but the original reading here seems to have been different.

97. [\•. the MSS. vary between and. edd. suits the size of

the lacuna here better than o.
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1617. Aristophanes, Plutus.

23-5X 6•7 cm. Fifth century.

Part of a sheet containing two leaves of a papyrus codex of Aristophanes, one

of which has most of the first 60 lines of the Phitus, a play not hitherto repre-

sented in papyri, while ofthe other leaf only a small fragment is preserved, which

is insufficient for purposes of identification. The script is a mixture of uncial and

cursive in a style resembling that of 1599, but somewhat later in date, and

probably belongs to the fifth century, like most of the extant fragments of

Aristophanes upon papyrus. The breathings and most of the accents, which are

fairly numerous, are by the original scribe, who used brown ink ; but some accents

were added in black ink, presumably by a different person. The stops, consist-

ing of double dots marking a change of speaker or single high points, are, except

at the end of 1. '^^, by the first hand, as are probably the name of the speaker

against 1. 22, the glosses on 11. 34, 39, and 51, the iotas adscript, which were usually

omitted in the first instance, and all the corrections except perhaps that in 1. 13

and the correction or gloss in 1. 17. An omission of two lines after 1. 19 seems to

have been made good by an addition at the bottom.

The corrected text is fairly accurate, and shows the same tendency as that

observable to a marked degree in 1374
(
Wasps) to support the Venetus

(11. 17, 22, 32, 0,0,, 40) rather than the Ravennas (11. 38, 43, 51, but all points

of minor importance). In two places (11> 4 and 50) it agrees with the Parisinus (A)

against both R and V. The only new variant occurs in 1. 49,' for\ which

makes no difference to the sense. The difficulties in 11. 17^ 46, and 48 are not

affected, the reading of the MSS. being apparently confirmed in each case. The
circumstance that the Plutus begins at the top of a page suggests that this play

was the first of the codex, as in R and V : the same argument applied to 1371-4

made the Clouds the first play of that collection ; cf 1371. int.

Fol. I recto./' Z(v [ OeoL

SovXou €/(\^' 6 6|[? /;
^'^ 8e ' €[€/

5 //€€)(€/ [
ea

[€[
^ • ' [€ Ao]^[ta



i66 THE OXYRHYNCHUS PAPYRI

oy ^^? €[[
larpos ( ? ? [?

y ^ ,^ [ ^
[9 ][€^ ^^^^^^ 6[\ ] [ttoiciv

15 [ \(€9] roty [£
[9 ]€[€

] . «[ ^^ [ ypv

€[ \ €[
19 ^ ^ f^V ^^? ? [^' ^^^/ €
22 ( \\( [€

[])[]• [
/[9 €

«5 [evvovs ] [
6 lines lost

Fol. I verso.

32 [€€]9 coy 6eov

at\ ^] € ^[ \[] €€0^€ (0(\[][
35 F^^ " \€ '

[€€] ei ^^ toi/^s:]

[uvaL ^^\ ^ ev

[? ] ^ :

[ ]9 €€ e/c

4 [€€ ]9 6 etTre •
\]€ (
[€€€'€] € ' ^^ ^'
[€€ 5]' €'^^ €['\
[ ] ' : []^ :
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45 €£ ov ^vvl\us \ 6io}v^ 6[€
] \
^^ ; ' ]'

]€ ? [€ €]
]€ v[yie? ev ]^ [:

]^ eiy <f>fs[f

€9 CTepov €] ;^} '^] /^exia] €[€

^[] [€
€ \\ €] [(<

4 lines lost

Fol. a verso.

1 1 lines lost

72 .
[

17 lines lost

100

Fol. 3 recto.

10 lines lost

: . [.

] : . T6 . .0

.

17 lines lost

4. : the accent is due to the corrector, A ; r' U ; RV.
12.^ : \. €(^(.
I.]( : or a7roKpiw]/iei/ot, which is equally difficult ; R;-
VAU ;^ Bentley. The interlinear writing does not seem to refer to the

termination of the word and may be a gloss, as in 1. 39 ; but it is not certain that

anything was written before at, and, as Dr. R. T. Elliott remarks, at may be merely

a variation of spelling of e; cf. 11. 33, 41.

19. The partly obliterated sign against this line seems to be distinct from the abbrevia-

tion of() immediately below and to refer to the omission of 11. 20-1, which were

presumably supplied in the lower margin.

22. [] : so VAU ; R. adds ye.

32. a>s : so VAU : R.

33. ToG: so VAU; om. R.

34 marg. Similar but not verbally corresponding notes on(( occur in the

extant scholia.

37. There was possibly a stop (one or even two dots) after tv, but none is

required.

38. aiiTO : so RAU (aiiTo) : COrr. from (?) V.>€ : so RV
; . AU. Cf. 1. 43, n.

39. eimv is an explanation of «/, not a variant. Double dots are expected at the

end of the line, and perhaps the lower one has been effaced.
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40. (• : so V ; Tohi RAU.
42. Whether the papyrus had eKekevae with VAU or exeXeue with R is uncertain.

43• : so RAU;. V. Cf. 1. 38, .
45• i^'vi]eis : so RV

;
AU.

46. ^]!» : SO MSS.
;

Cobet. The traces of the last letter suit i',

but not s.

48. ]•. so MSS.; Hemsterhuys. The reading of the vestiges is very

uncertain, and possibly there was a stop at the end of the line.

49. : Toiff MSS. ' would be more likely to become" in view of the following

than vice versa.

50. : so AU ; R ; ejtL (with yp. yeVfi \ in the marg.) V.

51. its: so RAU; eW.
51 marg. For \( (a note on pinei) cf. Schol. Junt.,. . But

the vestiges are very doubtful.

52-^ : : R also marks a change of speaker here, assigning S" . to{),
i. e. ', and 1. 56 originally to Xp{epvXos).

1618. Theocritus, Idf/s v, vii, xv.

Fr. 7 24-4x24 cm. Fifth century. Plate IV (Col. x).

These fragments of a papyrus codex of Theocritus, originally about 40 in

number, combined with the exception of a few minute scraps, which are not

printed, to form parts of four leaves, of which two containing Id. v. 53-end and vii.

1-13 are successive, and a third (vii. 68-117) is only separated from the second by

an interval of one leaf, while the fourth (xv. 38-100) may have come much later.

A narrow selis of the third leaf (Cols, vii-viii) was joined so that the verso corre-

sponds to the recto of the rest of the leaf. All the leaves are much damaged,

especially the first, of which the recto is barely legible anywhere owing to the dis-

colouration of the papyrus, and the second, which is in almost the last stage of

decay, so that decipherment is sometimes precarious. The script is a good-sized

somewhat irregular uncial with a tendency to cursive forms, especially in and ,
and resembles the Cairo Menander Plates D and and 1369 {Oedipus Tyrannus

;

Part xi, Plate vii) : it most probably belongs to the fifth century rather than the

early part of the sixth. Iota adscript was generally omitted. The height of the

column varies from 32 lines in Col. ix to 25 in Cols, vii-viii. The first hand was

responsible for a few corrections, for the marks of elision throughout, and in

Id. vii for a number of accents and breathings, besides a breathing in v. 114.

Elsewhere in Id. vii, i. e. in Col. viii frequently and more sparsely in Cols, iv and

vii, accents and breathings were inserted by a corrector, who was not appreciably

later than the first hand and revised Id. and vii (not always very intelligently

;

cf. vii. ici, n.), but apparently not xv, altering a number of readings and adding

a few interlinear glosses (vii. no) and stops (vii. 77).
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The published fragments of Theocritus from Egypt have hitherto been very

exiguous, being limited to 694, which contains parts of xiii. 19-34 (2nd cent.),

some tiny vellum scraps of Id. i, iv, v, xiii, xv, xvi, xxii (Wessely, Wiener Stnd.

1886, 230sqq. and Mittheil. Pap. Rain. ii. 78 sqq.
;
5th or 6th cent.), and of xi and

xiv {Berliner Klassikertexie v. i, p. 55 ;
7th ? cent.), and a small piece of scholia on

V, 38-49 {pp. cit. v. 1, p. ^6\ I St or 2nd cent.), all of them being practically

worthless. Hence, pending the publication of the nearly contemporary and very

much longer fragments of a Theocritus codex found by Johnson at Antinoe, 1618

is in spite of its lamentable condition the first papyrus contribution of any

value for the text of that author. The Greek Bucolic poets are thought to

have been collected two centuries after Theocritus by Artemidorus, whose son

Theon edited Theocritus alone with a commentary. Additions to the collection

were made by other grammarians down to the second century, and in the fifth and

sixth centuries the Bucolic poets were much studied, but afterwards they suffered

a long period of neglect. When in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries MSS. of

them make their appearance, the collection of Artemidorus had been reduced to

a nucleus of poems of Theocritus {Id. i, iii-xiii) accompanied by varying additions.

The leading position in the MSS. is assigned to (13th cent.), which contains

Id. i, vii, iii-vi, viii-xiv, ii, xv, xvii, xvi. . . . Other important MSS. or groups of

MSS. are (i) B, a lost codex which was the basis of the edition of Callierges and

the Juntine (both 1516), and apparently had i-xvii in nearly the same order as
;

{i) PQT (all 14th cent.), which have the order i, v, vi, iv, vii, iii, viii-xiii, xv, xiv,

ii . . .
; (3) (i3th-i4th cent.) with the order i-xv, xviii . . . ; S (14th cent.)

with the order i-xiv,^?, xv-xviii
; (4) (13th cent.), considered to

be the second-best MS. for the earlier poems, with the order i-xvii
; (5) V (late

14th cent.) and Triclinius (c. 1300) with the same order as PQT up to xiii,

followed by ii, xiv, xv . . . ; (6) AEU (all 14th cent) with the order i-xviii

;

(7) (lath cent. ; the oldest MS., but still imperfectly collated) containing only

V. 6 a-viii, allied to AE. In Id. xv, where the divergences of the MSS. are much

greater than in and vii, L (14th cent.), containing v. ^^-'^v . . . but imperfectly

collated in the earlier poems, supports V Tricl.

1618, as would be expected from its comparatively late date, does not present

a very correct text ; cf. 1614. Apart from the usual difficulties arising out of the

dialect and minor errors such as /xer' for /ney' in vii. 100, for in vii. 103,

for ov in xv. 54, avras for or in xv. 6, more serious corruptions occur

in vii. 73 Hares for ras s.tv^.a'i^ v. 99 [tl] ' for^ tl\ In

1618 tends to support against (11. iii, 115-16, 118, 148; 57 and 146 are

doubtful) ; but in vii the opposite tendency is just as noticeable (11. 79, 90, 109

;

against 11. 81-2, 85, 112), and in general the eclecticism of the papyrus is evident.
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In V and vii new readings are rare, being confined to vii. 75 alV( for^
and vii. 112" for" irap (both easier than the

reading of the MSS.), and vii. 9a ev [/)€ for av copea, which makes no difference

to the sense. The difficulties in v. 118 and 145 recur, though in v. 116,

where all the MSS. except S have gone astray, 1618 has the right reading.

In XV, however, where the text of Theocritus is in a much more unsettled con-

dition, there are several novelties of importance. Chief of these is [€](
in 1. 98, confirming a generally accepted conjecture of Reiske for the corrupt

or^ of the MSS. Other valuable readings are oykos4$ in 1. 72>

which seems to account for the variants of the MSS., and 6 €][]€
which removes a difficulty in 1. 86 ; but in 1. 38 Karet[77es does not solve the

problem of that corrupt passage, -^ for in 1. 67 is also

attractive^ and et^e for et in 1. 70 may be right, as possibly^ for AaAeC/iies

in 1. 92. Considering the fragmentary condition of Cols, ix-x, the gains are not

inconsiderable, and 1618 as a whole is an interesting specimen of a text which

stands apart from the existing families of MSS. and seems to have been at

least as good as that of K. That in the later poems, from xiv onwards, the

condition of the text has suffered considerably since the fifth century is now
probable, but the earlier poems do not seem to have undergone much change

between the fifth and thirteenth centuries. On this subject, however, much
fresh light may be expected from the Antinoe papyrus, which does not over-

lap 1618, and consists largely of the later poems.

With regard to the order of the Idyls, the placing of vii immediately after

is without parallel in the later MSS., but the arrangement in the contem-

porary vellum fragments published by Wessely, in which followed iv and

xxii followed xiii, xv being also represented, was possibly identical. The

occurrence of fragments of xv in conjunction with and vii suggests that xv

occupied an earlier position than usual, but the absence of revision in xv

supports the natural presumption that this poem followed, not preceded,

and vii, whether the interval was large or small.

Col. i (Frs. 1-2 recto).

V. 53[ 8e ^ X^evKoio

[rats Se aieoy] €
55 [ ^f € ? ^ 8€^
[ €]€ Se^
[Seppara tlv^^?\ ^ ]
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[ 8e ^^
6[ norepiaSe ]€[ ^ e^e ^9 ]9 <^/J^/^€

[tis €vSoL coSe]

[€ € ^ ]
[ 09 ? €]

65 [? € ]
15 lines lost

Col. • (F"rs. 1-2 verso),

81 6[] '9 ^?
(, [€€ ^

[] € [ Kapvea e0e/)7rei

? [7? ^
85 ?[€ (€ ?]?

€[ ?[ (^[
??[€

go € [ ? ?
€[€ aei€T eOeipa[ ^?[

15 lines lost

Col. iii (Frs. ^-6 recto).

I line lost

no TOi €€[? ^[€ ?^
['\?? €€€[€ ??
[€] ?? [€^? [?
[€] [€€]
[] € €[ ? ]? [

115 ['?^
[ ] ([?]
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\'iti\ ^ ^^ ]<: TiiSe [9[ \] *[
. 20 [8] 9[ ]<:[]9 9 [ tlWhv[ ^ [ Se /?

4 lines lost

127 [ ] [
[ ] €[ re aiyiXou

[ \)(^[ ev kcovtl

130 []. " € [^^ €
[(]€[ ^
[] .[\ €€
[] [^\ €
6 ^^( /zeya

135 (^^ [][^ € ^^^ (€[ ^
Col. (Frs. 3—6 verso).

I line lost[ '\ [
4 [ \^ €[[ ][ ][]([] [][[ ayeXa][ ]? ^. [] ^[^[] [ ][] e? []^
145 ?fyf5 ^ €€ €€ [] €] [][

€[] [] €t ['] {[][[] [ ] [el/^e \\[€][[ ][
150 [ ][€] [ ][

. {sic)

3 lines lost
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vii. 4 \k Svo^ ^? ti Trej/o [€]6[/

5 [^ er^ 9 re]
[

6 [5 « ]
7 [ef €€€€9^ ] 8e \
6 [? oy e/c? ^]

[

8 [aiynpoi ]€\^ re 9 ^]^[']'^[[][ ^^^]
[] [^ €9 ]€[ ][€ ]\\ \ .\ €][]9[] /ze[f ? anroXos .] € 9 \

Cols, v-vi lost

Col. vii (Fr. 7 recto).

68[ ]' €[ re] re^[ ][] [9^^ €95
7 [] €[] e[?] ^?
[\]€^^ [][€]9 ^^
[eis ] [] [? €]€ [€
[?] aavis- []5
[?] oyooy enoveiTO ? ^ []

75 [-^ly^^W* '^'^
€VT€ \ €^ '[- €6\\

(US \\^ ^ypea[]
8 coy re yiv [ ]€6€^ \.

ey^ [\]€ [] []69 €€
[] ^^,
\\ €9 ey []

85 []^^ eroy [^•[ €] € €[6] o)0eAey €
[? ] ^^ € 9
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[^ €.] ' y nevKa[i?

[ ^]6([] €[€]][^ ^[ete] ([]
, [ ^] ^ [ ]e [€] [?[ t\ol[ ^ [/i]et/[[] [^\ €u [^ \\[(

Col. viii (Fr. 7 verso).

[^ \ [.][<}] ^[]. [][6\ [€[ roy e/c] [\ ^ (: ,€€
95 ["Pi^^fA ? [7][] €n.e[t] []^ ^V)-^[°

Moiaats^ [€] (- [ <5eiAoy

[] [epa ]9 ['] dapos alyes epavlji

Aparos [\ ? avepi9 iyjei [€ €/? [€
COS € '-€ ^(

[^^kov €^
/c€[iVo]io? ([?

105 « ecrr ? []9 etre

€ ( & [] €'
/c[]/ re [\[]

[

€1 pev [)(€
[] ev [

[ei]?;? ' [] ^[ ]^^ 6//[
[]> []< [€][^
€v 6e[pe]L [][] []6( [€

[]^ 6( [
115 \>([ ^ [€
[] [ €] [] [] \
[\[\^[\[

Some columns lost
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Col. ix (Frs. 8-16 recto).

XV. 38[ ^ [€ roi] eiTT[€9

[]^[] ^^ [ \ [
40 [^ {] SaKylet

[]€ [] BeXHS [ S]h €[
[]^ [ ]€[
[ €]•^ [ ^] \\^
[ oaao]s •)([] [ ] [(

45 [ ] [€] [ ][[ ]€[€^ fyoy]a

[e^ ev^ ^ €9]
3 lines lost

51 [][ ^
[] [] [9 avep €
[] [][ ? ???

«[
']

€[
55 >[]] [€? pevei €
[6' ^[ e?

line lost

[e/c ][?? €]€
6 [e^][ ] [€] €[ € €€][]
€[] [€€][] [€ ]^[\ [€^€]
[][€ ^ \(.6

65 [\[ € ][ ][^ ] ^ [[ ]€' [][ €€] €€ [][ €] []
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80

85

Col. X (Frs. 8-16 verso), Plate iv.

XV, 70[ -[ Alos e]i^6 yevoLO€\/ []< oy€^o^/o[^' ]€ [

€7 ^]. ^ [^ 8e\ €[
evu] ([ v€9] ev f//iep

K€L9] 7]€[ \/ ei/ e[ii/y€ €/}]€'[][/ ] a[uSpo9][ a\y [\ [€][ €^][ ] ^4''"]' \^
iTp]a|i[tOa][ ^\

[ ^ ^ ^^^
\. ^^

3 lines lost

ew €]] \\8€] []€
\\\.(^€] []

TToOev i5e ei et/xe]y

90\€€ eTTi-aajcrei?
[€ ei/zes]

Kat ^](
[

][€ ^] [/1][€^][€ ] ([] eirj

95 7[] €v[os K€V€a]v

[\ [^ /zeXXei ] €€[([][ ][
[nepv]<TLv [€ apiaTevae

€^€ [tl] > [
[] re [

. 53• The vestiges of 11. 53. 56, 58, 60-2, and 65 are too slight to give a real clue.

57. ]•. so KH^AE (and according to Wilamowitz,, however, elsewhere

states that this MS. begins at 1. 62); rerpaKis INIPQTH'. There are fairly distinct traces

of , but possibly it was corrected from or to by the first hand.

87. : the seems to have been corrected from op.
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III.^ : so ; the reSt.

: SO most MSS. ; ((€ KMP.
114. : so MSS.; edd. since Brunck. Cf. 1. 116, where 1618 has, but

most MSS. and edd..
115.( : so KOHA ; MPQTV, V. 1. in schol.

ii6. \ \ : is omitted by OPTQ^ Tricl., but must have been written here.€' ; SO KP {€) according to Hiller ; but according to Wilamowitz KP have

hke, others reading.
or: so MSS.; 6 Tricl., edd. For( cf. 1. 114, n.

117• VX^° • ^• ^'X^°'

118. : SO .{ tip rot 8) M'^PQT'H^S^ Tiicl.
;

the reSt ;

Wilamowitz.

«€ : SO ; / ; 8( Q ; MOAS.
121. [(«]?: the reading is uncertain, but no variant is known.

129.\ : SO ASL ; // other MSS., edd.

144. . so MSS. except K'^ {; so edd.).

145. €( : SO MSS. (3( and KepovXKibes are VV. 11. in the scholia; Kepovndes

Ahrens.

146.[ : SO MAE ; but the vestiges are too slight to decide with certainty between

this and[ (KOP).
148. [^V : so KO &c. ;

i€ M'PQ Tricl.
;

yi € Schaefer. Cf. vii. 88, n.

vii. 5-6. The of[ has a stroke through it in the black ink used by the corrector,

and it is not clear whether he rewrote that letter or was making a flourish at the end ot

when inserting 1. 6 in its proper place. Line 7 was placed before 1. 6 by the first

hand. The final letter of is not much like in either place, but no variant is known.
8.€ is the reading of the MSS., corrected to by Heinsius, comparing Virg.

JEcl. ix. 42 k?i/ae iexunt umbracida uiles. All that survives in the papyrus is an accent by

the corrector (as is that in 1. 12) and traces which are reconcilable with and v.

10. The first hand apparently wrote.
12-13. It is not certain that the fragment containing «[ and ovi^ at the beginnings of

lines is correctly placed here.

13. / : apparently corr. from viv, rather than vice versa, MSS. ; vlv edd.

69. The first hand perhaps wrote KyiavaKTos like P.

70.\: SO (or) MSS.; Schaefer ; avTois iv Valckenaer. The
traces of a letter preceding do not suit e.

71. The I' of seems to have been corrected or added by the second hand,

which crossed out the superfluous at the end.

73. Saves: 1. Seve'as (or ^efeas) with KMO &C.
;

PS; a V. 1. (i.e.) is recorded by the scholia.

74. * enovfiTo : SO Ahrens ;' Wil. with KPH; OSQAE
Tricl. ; in i/ is corr. from . The apostrophe does not necessarily imply that the scribe

regarded and enovtiro as two words ; cf. e. g. v. 116.
75. ' : «ire MSS. The intransitive use of is very rare in

early writers, but occurs again in Theocr. iv. 24 (where, however, HS
read) and in Mosch. iii. 108. removes a difficulty, but may be only an

emendation or a slip due to the other imperfects ; cf. xv. 86, n.

78. The first hand wrote aiaei and seems to have omitted .
79. : SO ; KP.
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80. :\ ;& ; \(( the rest {?). Above the vo the

corrector has apparently crossed out a grave accent by the first hand, which at the end of

the line seems to have written like P.

81.: so ; 1. ^.
82. ^^^ (: SO &C. ; eyxee .
83.: the MSS. wrongly accentuate this paroxytone.

(([ : ovSe is very doubtful, and mmr . . might be read ; but no variant is

known.
85.( : SO most MSS. {(^enovaaas) ; e^ereXea-aas OM and V. 1. in the Scholia.

86. f/xoi : so most MSS. ; ^ , edd.

88. : MSS. There is room for two letters between and v, and y is

uncertain; but cf. v. 148.

90.€ : SO mOSt IMSS., edd. ; .
92. ' ^[]: MSS. apparently.

(V[ : ]\ISS., a reading which may well be due to the proximity of (
in 1. 87. Cf. int.

94. oTTi y : SO Tricl. and v. 1. in the scholia. The vestiges are very faint,

but do not suit yfpaipe{i)v, the Ordinary reading.

96. : ]..

98. Aparos: so KMPQA';" SA2 Tricl.

100. /xfT : 1. €'. Cf. the next note.

10 1. peraipoi : peyalpoi MSS. except (/ieyatpii). Probably the first hand wrote,
and the corrector altered it wrongly, being apparently under the influence of the incorrect

per in 1. 100. The is clear
;
pcyaipoi (cf. 1. 102, n.) cannot be read.

102. The first hand had divided wrongly aiff (, which the corrector altered by a stroke

connecting and e ; cf. xv. 70, n.

103. OpoKas: so KM ; 66\ HO ; with suprascr. ;
MaXe'ay Ahrens.€ : 1. oare.

104. K([ivo]io: SO KMP &c. ; . Above the is a superfluous accent added

by the corrector.

epetaais : the corrector apparently added an accent above ep, but crossed it out, adding

one over , though that is really more like a rough breathing.

105. fiT ( apa'. SO MSS. except S (ei're .' ). 1618's accent On?
should have been circumflex.

106. Kfi: so S, edd.; the rest.' : so &C. ; > KMP.
iphois : so KMPE^ ; '. HSE^

: so ^ ; TV most MSS. and edd.

108.: MSS. apparently.

10.9.( : SO most MSS. ; ;! PS. What the first hand wrote instead

of is obliterated.

no. With the gloss on ev cf. SChol. ', 8e .
111. (7 : ', KMP &C.

112. [/3] [] : a new reading. The first hand wrote [] [].. S ; evpov .. Cf. int.

\(\\ : SO mostMSS.; «? . MPTQ^ ; some late MSS.
The corrector at any rate must have read -, not -.

113. The first hand wrote .[\.
1 1 6. OiKiuWa : so S and schol. ; oiKivvrasO', the rest ; Hecker.
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XV. 38.^' f s : (. KL ; r. ' f. PHS'AE ; r. ' e. SOme late

MSS. ; f. or vai fhas the old edd. Cf. int.

41. [8]€ : so MSS.; 8 edd.

[] (( : SO KP &c. ; e(9Aiti HS. is corr. from or by the first hand.

42. ]8( : SO most MSS. ;
' .

54. ([ : ( MSS. It is possible that was added above the

line after a[, but the of was not corrected.

59. inipp]ei : these two letters are on a separate fragment of which the position is

uncertain.

60. €y[v ( (€][. The supposed is represented by the tip of a stroke

above the of in 1. 61, which suggests or p. The MSS. vary between t(kvu dra

7. H>SW Tricl., dra . AEL, and .^ The objection to the

restoration of either of the first two readings is that ((][ would not come at the right

point and with ][(. the last letter or two would be expected to be visible, whereas

a vestige of ink at the end of the line is too near the supposed to be the final of ((]
and seems to be the accent of.

62.[] : SO D and another Paris MS. according to Ahrens, and a Venetian

MS. according lo Ziegler ; ; &c., Wil.

64. Upav : so KP ;" most MSS.

67. : aiira(t) Or MSS. ; Wil.[] : (or ) ^•: MSS. ^:o^:ayrJi, an aorist often found in

Homer, may well be right. For the hiatus cf. e. g. the reading of the MSS. in vii. 88.

68. fxev : so most MSS. ; e^e KH.
: SO mOSt MSS. rightly ; ; / P.

70. : so most MSS. ; KE. For the stroke connecting and (by

the first hand) cf. vii. 102, n.

e]i^6 : t'L Ti MSS. Cf. int.

71. : SO S
;

the rest.

(\_ : 1. €\>.
72. : SO MSS.; the aucicnt editions.€[ : ; ; ;

(sometimes after ') other MSS. ;

Ahrens. ^ accounts satisfactorily for the reading of and the attempts to

emend it. The traces suit s• verv well.

77. ,v]8o[i : if ev]8o[v, the usual form in the MSS., had been written, part of the would

have been expected to be visible ; but this is not certain.

86.^ Axepov]ri []6 : ". b . most MSS. apparently{ ) ; ". .^ PV ;
/ . Ahrens ;

'/if ^.
Reiske, which comes near the reading of the papyrus, c! for of relative, though

common in Homer, seems to be very rare, if found at all, elsewhere in Theocritus
;

but' would be a natural emendation to some one who misunderstood . . .. Cf.

int. and vii. 75, n.

92.] :( MSS. Cf. int.

94. : or (.
g6. : SO ; Other MSS.
98. [nepvyiv : SO Reiske for or4 (). The restoration is fairly certain,

for though e (but no other letter) might possibly be read instead of , there is not room for

five letters in the lacuna, and the traces suit better. Cf. int.

99. (( [u]' : ; fye:ai ' Other MSS. rightly.

100. : SO
;
^ the rest.

2
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1619. Herodotus iii.

Fr. lo IO-8 X 13-5 cm. Late first or early second cen-

tury. Plate V(Fr. 10).

These portions of a roll containing the third book of Herodotus belong, like

1092 (fragments of the second book in a different hand), to the large find of literary

papyri made in 1906 which produced 1082-3, 1174-6, 1231, 1233-5, 1359-61,

1610-11, &c. About 40 pieces, subsequently reduced by combinations to 25,

have been identified ; but several of the still more fragmentary texts accompany-

ing the Herodotus were written in hands so similar that small pieces of the various

texts can hardly be distinguished, and two of these MSS., Homer, -
and a tragedy (?), seem to have been actually written by the scribe of the

Herodotus : we have therefore ignored for the present a large number of un-

identified scraps. Parts of about 220 lines scattered over chs. 26-72 are

preserved, the earlier columns being better represented than the later. The
hand is a well-formed round uncial of medium size, of the same class as P. Brit.

Mus. 128 (Homer -2 ; Kenyon, Class. 7>^r/j•, Plate viii, there dated too early), 8

(Alcman?; Part i, Plate ii), and the Berlin Alcaeus (Schubart, /. Graecae,

Plate xxix b), and no doubt belongs to the period from A. D. 50 to 150. Some
documents of the Domitian-Trajan period, e. g. 270 (A. D. 94 ; Part ii, Plate viii)

and P. Fay. no (a. D. 94; Plate v), are written in practically uncial hands of

a similar type, and the care with which iota adscript is inserted also supports a

late first-century date. is written in two pieces separated by a space, and

is q-shaped. The columns had 39-40 lines, and the beginnings of lines tended

to slope away slightly to the left. The lines range from 21-6 or 27 letters,

with an average of 23-4. The common angular sign is used for filling up short

lines. Punctuation was effected by short blank spaces and paragraph!, which

in the case of longer pauses are combined with a coronis, as e. g. in the British

Museum Bacchylides papyrus. A few stops (in the middle and low positions)

which occur (11. 177, 332, and 410) are not due to the original scribe ; but he was

responsible for the breathings in 11. 180 and 434, the occasional diaereses over

initial t or , as well as for the insertion above the line of an omitted word (1. 446),

and probably for the corrections or alternative readings added above the line

between dots in 11. 143, 327, and 380. The MS. has undergone considerable

revision, for at least two cursive or semiuncial hands, which are different from

that of the main text but approximately contemporary with it, can be dis-

tinguished in various notes in the upper margin or between the columns, either

correcting or explaining the text (11. 69, 131, ^^j, 379, 410, nn.).
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1619 is nearly i^ times as long as 1092, which is much the longest Herodotean
papyrus published hitherto ; the others, most of which also come from
Oxyrhynchus (18, 19, 695, 1244, 1375, . Munich in Archiv, i, p. 471, Ryl. ^c^,

Brit. us. 1 109 in Viljoen, Herodoti fragmenta in papyris servata, p. 44; cf.

also the lemmata in P. Amh. 12), are quite small. Since 1619 is also the earliest

or one of the earliest authorities for the author (P. Munich is ascribed to the

first or second century, the rest to the second or third), it is of considerable value

for the history of the text. The mediaeval MSS. are divided into two groups

known as (a) the Florentine, headed by A (tenth century) and (eleventh century),

and {) the Roman, headed by RSV (all fourteenth century) : C, an eleventh

century MS. of group (a), (fourteenth century ; mixed) and (excerpts only
;

thirteenth century) and other late MSS. are unimportant. Stein gave a decided

preference to (a), regarding unsupported readings of (/3), which had been preferred

by Cobet and other scholars, as in most cases conjectures. Hude puts the value

of the two families almost on an equality, with a slight preference for (a). 1619

bears practically the same relation as 1092 to the two groups, the agreements

with (a) being nearly twice as numerous as those with [). A similar relation

is traceable in two of the other Herodotean papyri (19 and 1244 ; the others, so

far as they go, support (a), except P. Amh. 13) ; and the evidence is now
sufficiently extensive both to afford a substantial justification of the eclectic

method pursued by Hude before the appearance of 1092, and to confirm the

natural superiority on the whole of the older group. The tendency to

attest the antiquity of suspected interpolations, which is so often exhibited by

papyrus texts and is already traceable in regard to Herodotus (cf. Viljoen, op. cit.

p. 59), is illustrated by 1619 in 11. 28 and 69, where & probably and€ certainly occurred, though in both cases bracketed even by Hude, who
is more conservative in this respect than his predecessors. Other passages in

which the text of the mediaeval MSS. is confirmed against changes introduced by

modern scholars are 11. 17, 147, 168, ;^^^, and 411. Here the traditional reading

can generally be defended without much difficulty, but not in 1. 168, nor perhaps

in 1. ;^;^;^. With regard to new readings, in 1. 108, a passage in which the

repetition of the same word had caused a difficulty, 1619 omits the word

in the third place in which it occurs in the MSS., while modern editors have

proposed to omit it in the second, and in 1. 267 the redundancy of the expression

oil ^ is remedied by the apparent omission of.
The addition of r^s before h> Alyivri in 11. 383-4 may well be right, but the

omission of after in 1. 320 may be merely a slip. The solution of

the crux in 1. 319, where the MSS. are corrupt and 1619 had a shorter reading,

is barred by a lacuna ; cf. 11. 443-4, n. The other new readings concern the dialect.
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in which respect 1619 is not conspicuously more correct than the MSS., as is

shown by e.g. the forms khiKauvvro (1. 19),^ (1. 175), and (1. 344)., an alternative reading in 11. 327 and 380, though not found in the MSS.,

is known in the fifth century B. C. from a Chian inscription : cf. Smyth, lom'c

Dialect, § 350. For, a new form of the accusative as far as

Herodotus is concerned, see 1. 176, n. Regarded as a whole, the text of 1619

is free from scribe's errors (one seems to have occurred in 1. 374, another in 1. 131

to have been corrected subsequently) and generally sound, presenting not many

novelties, but combining most of the good points in both the families (a) and

(/3). Of an alternative recension with great variations, such as that indicated in

1092, ix, there is no trace.

Before the discovery of Herodotean papyri the origin of the two lines of

tradition represented by the MSS. was naturally not the subject of much

discussion. Editors of Herodotus from Wesseling to even Hude were content

to assume the existence of an archetype of the two families, and to aim at

reconstructing it without much regard for the question whether it was

Alexandrian, Roman, or Byzantine. In 1909 Aly {Rhein. Mtis. Ixiv. 591 sqq.)

put forward the hypothesis that (a) mainly represented the Alexandrian text

as edited by Aristarchus, (/3) the pre-Alexandrian vulgate in a redaction of the

time of Hadrian; but this view, which would cut the ground from the archetype-

theory, has not gained much acceptance, and is controverted by Jacoby in

Pauly-Wissowa's Realeiiclycl. Suppl. ii. 516-17. 1619 certainly does not lend it

any support. Jacoby himself is also sceptical about the validity of the current

archetype-theory, and is disposed to regard the two families as quite ancient

recensions, parallel to the papyri. But the most natural inference to be drawn

from the eclectic character of 1092 and 1619 is that these first-second century

papyrus texts were older than the division of the families (a) and (/3), which

seems to have taken place not earlier than the fourth century ; cf 1092. int. and

Viljoen, op. cit. p. ^6. By the first century the text of Herodotus had

reached a condition which is only slightly better than the text recoverable from

a combination of (a) and {).

Frs. 3, 7, 10, and 20 are from the tops of columns, Fr. 14 from the bottom,

the rest from the middles. The point of division of lines is quite uncertain in

Frs. I, 2, 13, 23, and 24, and the proposed arrangement of Frs. 9, 20, and 25 is

only tentative.

Col. i (Fr. I). Col. iii (Fr. 2).

ayoayd^S .[€ 26 6 €7][][€ 27

€] e[s ] Tore [€9
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€]; [€]9 [9
5 ][

Col. iv (Frs. 3-6).

10 [ € ye]> 29[ € 09 ] €9
[ye yaipouT^^ yeXcora] e/ze[ einas €]€[ ]9 ^

15 [ipea? ]
[ ]
[] KTeiv[^LV ] ^
[8 €][] Se

[ipeey €8] 8[e [9>
2 [€€]? [

v€ [ev ] [€9
[ €] €€[ €
[]? €•\1[ ipee?[][ 3°

2 5 8e ?[
8[ €
€ [€ ?
7[ ^ e^ep[ '\€[^ e

30 [ ] [?
[? €]€ [ey JJepaas[ ] [[ €€] [re CTTi

]€ [€
] [?
Col. (Frs. 7-8).][

50[] 3°

[8e ey^ ]€€^ € €] €[€][ 8e ey][][
55 [] [€ ^
[] [[ ]^ 5eure[pa €

[€] .€[ €
[€] ey [][

6 [] }[[^ €]€ [(€ 5e

[ ]e [? e0e[ ]€ [77]•£€[
[\€^ [

65 [^ ] )[
[ €€]^[ ]€ eTrei^oe

[e 6] >[ ^^^^•
7[ ei ]€€
[ ^ a]5eA0e[?7i

[€^ .] [
About 16 lines lost

15 lines lost

Col. vi (Fr. 9).

About LS lines lost ]€ [
]€[ ^ 32 ] [

©5 ]€[ ] [^]^ [ € About 18 lines lost
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Col. vii (Frs. 10. i, 11). Plate

128 [[ Se ]:€
130 [ €•)(^]>

[€v \( «/[ €] e? ^ 33

[€][9 ]] e^e/za

€[€ €
135? [ [^]

TTOVS[€ ]

€? []^
Aeyerai ^[^"' °^

\'\ [ Tives

140 TOL a€i/c?[?9 [ voaeov

09 € (p[peva9€

Col. viii (Fr. 10. ii). Plate

32 1 68 npos [€] TeXeaai 34

pov € [€] coy €
170 []? re €

Keivov[ €€]€[] re

6[] pev^ (5e

175 ^ '^(^'- /c

€ €£€ 9
€ € € [] .

> €
[ ] []

18 [ e<eiltO9 €[]€0
[€ ][9 ]

20 lines lost

€9 [ 34€ €€[ €(
145 [ [€ €

€[
€€€[ re

)(^[ [ eineiv

150 ^6€ .[€ ^,
['\ [/ze

6 lines lost

Col. (Fr. 12. ii).

19 lines lost

266[ ^6

[€€- 6e[^^[ ^^
>

270[

Col. ix (Frs. 10. iii, 12. i). Plate v.

208 [^ 35[ € e

210[ €€
>[ eycoye

([ 6eov

[\€€ € e^ep[ €€ ^
215[

[ ^
[^][ € , €

lines lost

225 [; (5e €€ ^ ][ ^[ en][[^ €] €
[€ 5e][ ] €
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About 15 lines lost

HERODOTUS III 185

Col. xii (Fr. 13).

286 €][^ 39

] TT€f)[L

Col. xviii (Fr. 14).

About 28 lines lost

J 1 7 K€v [9^ Se aia enei 49

re €[ eiai

8ia(p[opoL rov

320 €Lp[eK€v^^
ov ^[ e

~^(€ 8e [ey ^9 eu(
nepiav8p[os Kep

[euiXe^a? ^?
325 €[€ - yap

'€[^ cy

230[^ €]uol 5e[ 9 Kvpos €i/ereXXjeT[o]

About 15 lines lost

Col. XX (Fr. 15).

328 [ ][]< [oi/creipe 52" 5e T7/y [op]yr]S '[
330 eXeye [
€€ € [ I'vv

[€]- [
[ ] €[ €
[ €] [

335[] ? €[ ?
[€ ]9 7?[9

[^ ]6[ €

[]€ re [
[€]9 ey []€[^

340 [6 [ev

[ €€] e[| ? ey[^? e

Col xxii (Fr. 16-17)

342 [€] [ 9 53[]€[
[0€ ]€ ^[^ ey

345 [] [^
[ ][
[ ] [
[] [ €
Col. xxiii (Frs. 18. i, 19. i).

355 [cTTi Tiyy?
5 lines lost

361 [^ €€] et €[ 55

']• -^
]pjp'.o

[€][
350 [^[

\u]i9 [
[]9^[ €^ (:?

[] [3
Col. xxiv (Frs. 18. ii, 19. ).

v[ai Tovs ^^^^ 56

370 [€[ ey
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[vvv 01] €[] 55

[^ ]' )['][^ ]] re

365 [ ]^ [\^
[yap 9 ][ ]
[€€€ €] €[?

[rei^oy !] [

€8[•
ey

[ 57(^)]([.
4 lines lost

. . . 8[( <5e

•-

380[ ^\ e^ €€
Col. (Frs. 20-1).

€s ipo]y ? [9 59 4°6 [/^ 5e ] [ 6
€v S]e[

385( €^]( •[
npoT]epoL [ err

€09] €~[9 €v

About 18 lines lost

Col. xxix (Fr. 22).

422[€ 64[ €
[^ ^^

425 [€ ^ Se

i[l][o9 €
Col. XXXV (Fr. 24)•

430 TTapayLv]^eTa[i Jo]?
[] [] en€i

[

€] [€
435 Aap]eiov[]9

[
'ji

€][
e]ne[iT€

[? €€] Meya

[peyy ][ €v ] c

410 [€ € nepi]• '^' ^%•€ Tr[.[ €v ] [.]..'[.

About lines lost

Col. xxxiii (Fr. 23).

427 ][ 68

]€ []€
[

Col. (Fr. 25).

]^[] €[ Aapei 72

440 oy €] [
\ €[€ ] € [ ^

re €] ([
? ]€ € [9

445 ''«S' 7er]ey [€
\€ ]€€ [
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uecoi/ (>\ 8€ [€9
TLS ]€ ( [?] T//xeay Se [

450 €] €[ avros

€7]3€€7[

i's.The'sirofihe lacuna favours a.oy.a.r.y..a. (ABC) rather than a.o^aar.y.o.au.

^^^^]'n oplr, : () oprij Schaefer, Hude. There is certainly not room for , in the lacuna

19: Za%u.lo :'a 'hyper-Ionic' form due to false analogy; cf. Smyth, /.m. i^.a/.r/,

& 6qo. eMeKi/ro (so RSV) is unlikely.
, . r 1

^21. c]pL : so RSV, edd. There is room for u]p<o., but cf. 1. 139-
, , . , ,

,

28 1619 probably agreed with the MSS. in havmg rcou .. which is bracketed b)

Stein and Hude'rbuti 39-33 are on a separate fragment of which the exact position is not

''''''3;.
[e.,. : om. S. The size of the lacuna makes it certain that 1619 agreed with the

other MSS.

r4-5^VpKayo.|ra (R, edd.) is slightly preferable on grounds of space to .p[o.ayayo.\ra,

^''°;t7:::,:t'e>,.: so R, nude; .W...eVSV. t-H^.;;(ABP, Stein) ,s too shoi-t.

60 The wo strokes afte^ \.^., presumably refer to the marginal note (1. 49)-

whereCv'^rhavetJn repeatid Tt the banning of ^^e line; cf^l620. n.^^^^^^^^^^^

which is omitted by ABP and apparently erased m C, is omitted by Stein and bracKetea d)

Hude buUf the 'corrector wished to omit it, ,... 8..a.ra[. not
^^^}f^^'^^^^^^

would'be expected in the note. Probably one or more words are ^^^^efo^^^^^^^^^

the note is explanatory, like that in the margin of 1. 355,
^^i^^^JJ^Vn^^iVLdefecdv; at tW

the note refers to 1. 2, where .\... occurs m the text (1619 is detective

point), is unlikely in view of the critical mark agamst 1. 69.

'::^';:;!^;:^:•1^^0, edd. ; .XW «..o. ... PRSV ;
om. .XW. Naber

;

'^'

'^"oi^Mier , the MSS. have rov.., but 1619 is probably right in its omission
;

cf. int. and|.^xo5, n.^^

^ ^^^^ ..,...(.) is POSsibly by the -iter of the sc^^^^

on 1. 410, but is certainly not due to the writer of notes on 11. 69 and 355, and secerns no^

?o be by ihe first hand. The size of the lacuna suits the hypothesis that the first hand

had omitted . „ , , , . , .

132-3. o.44[orarov. : .[]{, (ABCP, edd.) IS too short.

135. L^.: so RSV {eJ-..), edd. ; [., (^BC) .^s too long.

136. aa\aa[v,iv]^. before this edd. insert with RSV.

\]l iBcTgrfe^vi'thle original reading r, ^i e, while RSV rightly have ra,. '

(or € ?) fV, agreeing with the superscribed reading.
nn<;atisfactorv for

1 47. .^ : so MSS., Stein ; ^{^. Naber, Hude. .]|« is unsatisfactor)
,

tor

the supplement in 1. 146 is already long enough.

149. : om. P.
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150. bf : Kriiger's conjecture hrj is not supported.

168. TeKeaai: SO ABRSV ; om. E; (=-ei}aat?) C; (' Slein. Hude
brackets this inappropriate word.

172.( : ^SY.
175• '"'7* Kpicrei: (] RSV.
176.: MSS. liere as elsewhere in Hdt., though in the other cases

the word belongs to the first declension, and the Attic accusative is of course.
With regard to,, and some other proper names in - both forms of the

accusative are found in ]\rSS. of Hdt. ; cf. Smyth, op. cii. § 438.
176-7. ToSe: om. RSV.
181. ][ : om. ABCE.
231. Whether '66]'[] (ABCE) or ej/eriiXa]™ (RSV) is to be read is not certain.

There is no reason for supposing that in 1619 was inserted before, as suggested by Bekker.

267. /^[ '. ^. . uarepov MSS., which is too long. The vesiige of a

letter following suits very well, but[ followed by((( or varepov could be read.

is Superfluous ; cf. vii. 7 pereneira.

268—9. f7ri7'yiyeXX[ofro:( (V), inrjyytXov (S), inriyyeKKov

(Schweighauser) are all unsuitable.

286-8. The position assigned to this fragment is far from certain, nep[i in 1. 288 being
doubtful, or [o]t can be substituted for , and , , , or for p.

319. 8[ : the MSS. are corrupt, having eovres {
RSV). Kriiger suggested for foires•, Reiske supplied before iovres, Valckenaer
avyyeveis after. 1619 was clearly shorter, and the sentence may have ended Avith, for in 1. 320 , which occurs in the MSS. after, is omitted, and the new
sentence may have begun €iv[fK.fv. A connecting particle is, however, not

necessary with (cf. e.g. 1. 13), and the absence oi a paragraphus below 1. 319 suggests

that 11. 317-21 may have formed one sentence in the papyrus, though the scribe is not very
regular in the use of paragraphi.

320. For the omission of after\, which may be merely a slip, cf. the previous

note. RV have tveKtv for eiv eKfv.

321—2. e'^inepne: there is not room for(\ (ABC, edd.), unless 01 before

was omitted.

325.[( : RSV. Cf. Smyth, Op. cit. § 684. 2. The restoration

TTpoTepoi (npOTfpop RSV) is supported by the parallel in 1. 380; cf. n.

326-7. For the alternative form, which is ignored by the ]\ISS. of Hdt., see int.

328. ^oiKTfipf : so I\ISS.
; [, the form preferred by edd., would be long enough.

333. ayada : SO MSS.
;

(rn), edd. since Aldus.

339. (s : tls AB less correctly. At the end of the line, where the supplement is rather

long, producing a line of 27 letters, the division was perhaps(, but only 8 or 9 letters are

expected m the lacuna at the beginning of 1. 340.

344. , the reading of the MSS. corrected by edd. to (, is rendered certain by the

size of the initial lacuna, suits the space better than (RSV).
346. ^^: for ^ (RSV, edd.) there is not room, if, as is probable, there

was a space after .
351. Either or(€ (ABC) can be restored.

353. The supplement, based on AB. is rather long, producing a line of 27 letters, and
perhaps either - should be omitted with R (SV om. ), or re, or even both.

355. The marginal note is in the same hand as that in 1. 49.
361—2. RS' have€ instead of eACTeii/or . . . ^apenvTfs.

363. fyivo]jTo: or eyeiOjrro (ABS, Stein).
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365.( ,^ : RSV.
370. ^: om. RSV.
372.([ (PRS ; - V) suits the size of the lacuna better than8[

(AB, edd.).

373-4. ]|([()€]. : the lacuna ought not to exceed 4 letters, but the omission
may have been supplied above the line, as in 1. 446.

378-9. ]|[€': the supposed vestige of may belong to a paragraphus. In the

margin are traces of a note, which might refer to 11. 361-2, but is nearer to col. xxiv.

379-80. For the alternative spellings ]•[,][ cf. 1. 327 and int.

383. [5: om. MSS. But cf. e.g. v. 82 } '] re (re om. SVU) TTj, vii.

43 '"S .
386. wpoT^epoi ;^ RSV.
406. \ [y/xaros : . RSV,

4 1 0. The supposed stop after ](, which is not wanted, might be the bottom of a

critical sign referring to the marginal note, which begins n(ept) ({/) and seems to be of

an explanatory character. In the second line wcret [' or [' (i.e.) or ? eti[at can be
read; the third line does not seem to be >[][' . . . The ink is lighter than that of the

main text and the marginal note on 1. 131, and the hand certainly different from that of

11. 49 and 355 marg.

411.: so MSS., which continue«. Stein and Hude follow Eltz in

reading for, which is not satisfactory. As Lobel remarks, would be expected

here to mean ' about ', especially since most of the dyke was under water ; cf. the frequent

examples of with numerals quoted by Schweighauser, Lex. Herod, ii. 10. Hence the

mistake may well lie in, for which we suggest opyvias, unless there was a substantive(-, meaning a ' length of 20 fathoms '.

423. 01 : om. C.

427-8. 1619 r,o doubt had ;; € (om. RSV) between [?;' and ](.
430. ^\^ : Or pOSSibly f]? [.
434. Of the supposed breathing over (] only the tip of a horizontal stroke is left, which

might be interpreted as belonging to a paragraphus. Lines 433-4 would then begin [x]os

and [ (], but this arrangement does not suit 11. 432 and 435-6 very well, and € is a very

natural word on which 10 place a breathing; cf. 1. 180.

438. e]n-f[(re or f7rei]rf[ can be read.

440.: Or. AB, edd. ; Or. C.

443-4. f'pyuv 8e ovbep ' yiveTai MSS. 1619 was shorter and presumably
omitted ylvtrai or ' rather than.

445.(] :]5 (RSV) can equally well be read, but is somewhat less

suitable to the supposed length of the initial lacuna.

446. [, inserted above the line by the first hand, is read by all the MSS.
447.: so Hude with RSV; ABCP, Stein.

1620. ThUCYDIDES i.

14 X 14-3 cm. Late second or early third century.

Plate VI.

This fragment consists of the upper portion of two columns and a few

letters from the beginnings of lines of a third column of a roll containing

the first book of Thucydides, and covers chs. ii-i4with considerable lacunae.
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The script is a medium-sized uncial of a second-third century type, resembling

843 (Part v, Plate vi) and 1175 (Part ix, Plate iii). That it is more likely to have

been written before A. D. 200 than after is indicated by the notes referring

to alternative readings, which have been added later in the upper margin

by a different and cursive hand. These notes are very like those in 1234

(Part X, Plate iv), of which the main text is not dissimilar in style to that

of 1620, though in a larger hand, and suggest a date not later than the reign of

Caracalla. The main text may therefore well be ascribed to the reign of

Commodus or even M. AureHus. The columns are rather tall, containing about

54 lines of 18-22 letters. High stops accompanied by paragraphi (which are to be

restored after 11. 3, 10, 14, and 21) are frequent, and there are occasional diaereses,

but no breathings or accents. Iota adscript was written in 1. 13, but

apparently not in 1. 62. An omission in 1. 3 is supplied by the original scribe,

who also superscribed a variant in 1. 67 ; but a slip in 1. 8 is corrected by the

writer of the marginal notes, which seem to be variants obtained from a different

and older MS., not corrections ; cf, 11. 67-8, n. Critical signs are placed against

the notes and the corresponding line of the text, four different signs being found

in Col. ii.

The relation of the papyri of Thucydides to the vellum MSS., \vhich are

divided into two families, CG and BAEF, approximating to a middle position,

is discussed at length in 1376. int. ; cf. also Hude, Btill. de tacad. royale de

Danemark, 19 15, 579-85. Of the five best papyri the first century specimens

tend to support C, those of the second century B, especially in the later books.

In the chapters covered by 1620 both C and F are defective, the lost portions

having been supplied by later hands, in both cases from MSS. of the C family

(c and f), so that F and f represent different families. 1620, a careful and

elaborately revised text, agrees with against cfG four times, and with the

C family against twice. 1621, however, which is about a century later than

1620, inverts the relationship to the two families, agreeing five times with C, twice

with the group. 1622, which is about fifty years earlier than 1620 and agrees

twice with either group, and 1623, which is three or four centuries later and

agrees twice with the group, once with CG, are both too short to show their

real character. But the. customary electicism of papyri in relation to the

mediaeval MSS. is apparent throughout the four Thucydides fragments in the

present volume, and the division of the MSS. into two families is no doubt later

than the papyrus period ; cf. the parallel case of the MSS. of Herodotus

discussed in 1619. int.

New readings in 1620 occur in 11. i, 73-4, 76, and side by side with the

traditional readings in 11. 61, 67-8, 72 (cf. also Col. i. marg., 11. 58, 109, 112, nn.).
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Some of these are concerned \vith trivial differences, such as the omission of the
article or the order of words ; but in 1. 67 the traditional participle is no better
than the hitherto unrecorded infinitive, and, especially since the marginal readings
tend to be superior to those of the main text, the new reading proposed in the
marginal note on 11. 67-8 may well be right. A tendency to smooth slight

irregularities and roughnesses of style is traceable throughout 1620-3, especially
in 1621, which confirms two modern emendations

; and, although some of the
novelties can be explained as editorial improvements, and omissions may be
merely due to accident, the four new fragments seem to represent texts of rather
high quality, and distinctly support the impression gained by a survey of the
longer Thucydidean papyri such as 16 and 1376, that without resorting to
the drastic changes proposed by Rutherford there are many improvements to be
made upon the tradition of the mediaeval MSS.

Col. i.

]€ ()

'\['\ et 11. 2] [] ^ 3

] 7[]
^, [] ye [\] y[eli'o

]€• tol[^ e]pyois

\€€€ []9

]? [[)/" ^] tcvs?] []\$['] €( 2.€ [^^?]]9 €]^
€ ] €
^()] [•]
€ ]? 2\] €^(] €

Col. .
[

]

[^ €] TOS[
*J [€]5 «[]()

5 ^

55• € ([] 13.

TV€TO 9? avTuyov

' []
6 €^€
3

pel? ev

??[
['] 6[€ q

65 \]??
[]?? ?

• S•

- ^[^?• \( 7[][
[ej? []'5[€

€ -^^-? ![?] ^• [ 4
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[/] et/ 9 1 2. 2 '^ /^]£ re[][] em \[ e]y[i

20 \yvovTO ] €€
[€? ] TToXeiy[] € (^[

32 lines lost

['\ ri[8]ri [\^ tf\ '/\:['^]['°'-'-] '"'99^ ^[^

75 Kvpa[io]v[s] ( Se /J.a[\i

[]<.[ €][][
€[ ]^[-

31 lines lost

[€ ^
.[ €
[]['£

D €[
re[y-^ ew[€

Col. iii.

13. 6 115

13. 4

[[ 8e[ €€
[9 ^[ €
3 lines lost, traces of 8 lines,

and 32 lines lost

14. I

Col. i. marg. « {) ' and so on ' recurs in the third marginal note at the top of

Col. ii. !"he preceding word apparently does not occur anywhere in the known text

of 11. 1-54, and an unknown variant seems to be indicated; cf. 11. 67-8, n. ]e a« or]
or ]<\ei can be substituted for ]eXei.

I. Tpniav: MSS. Cf. II. 58, 61, 73-4, nn.

3. re, supplied by the first hand, is in all the MSS.
:[] : SO A'^cF^GIM, edd. ; Ti[pos] T. (^) is unsuitable to the size of

the lacuna.

4. y( : om. cfG.

8. , the reading of the first hand, is a mere error.

II. , which has a line above it to indicate deletion, is not known as a variant here.

14. [()] : the traces of are very slight, but is fairly certain, and there

is not room for more than 7 or 8 letters in the lacuna, cP, Hude
;, Stuart Jones.

17—18. €vea[xpuaf] : SO AEM ; Bcf, edd.

19. em TO [/ : SO cEf, Hude ; om. ABM, Stuart Jones.

21. Toy] TToXets: SO MSS., Stuart Jones; vias (Madvig, Hude) does not suit the size of
the lacuna.

22. Gertz wished to omit yap.

Col. ii. marg. Cf. 11. 58, 61, 67-8, 72, nn., and for \{\) Col. i. marg. n.

58. Which word or words in this line were referred to in the lost marginal note at the

top of Col. ii is uncertain. The only clue afforded by the MSS. is the circumstance that in

the t of is by a later hand, perhaps indicadng as the original reading ; cf.

\n'\. 62, If not /, the lost variant may have been ol .•, cf. . i, 61,

73-4, nn.
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6i. vavs: va£s MSS., agreeing with the reading in the second marginal note.

immediately following has no article, and can be dispensed with ; but the

omission may be due to the accidental collocation of vavs and which belong

to different sentences. Cf. 11. i, 58,• 73-4, nn.

62. (v : SO BcEf, Hude ; iuK.np. AGM, Stuart Jones. Cf. 11. 73-4,

76-7, nn.

63.- : SO ABEGM, Stuart Jones; ewavn.cfG suprascr, Hude.

67. : MSS., agreeing with the superscribed reading. The infinitive

makes the statement less definite and is quite appropriate.

6[]5, with the marginal variant [(] : cf, the superscribed in the case of

le. i. 4 and 38.
-2,. ([] 6 : SO all MSS. ; the marginal variant <ai ([\( . is

unknown here, but at 1. 76, where 1620 like ABEGM has err, [], cfG add. have

' . , and Bekkcr's € . \. The most probable explanation of

this duplicate set'of variations is that the original reading was that of 1620. marg., but

was omitted, being inserted in its place (so 1620. 67, ABEGM) ;
was, how-

ever, supplied in the margin, from which the words were restored to the text in the wrong

place (as in N), resulting in the subsequent emendation of to] (cfG add.). If the

reading of the later MSS. (G is 13th cent. ; cf are later than CF), which editors have hitherto

adopted, be supposed to be original, it is almost inexplicable that neither the scribe nor the

corrector of 1620 knew of the reading \ in 1. 76, and that the corrector should make

matters worse instead of better. The source of the marginal variants in 1620 is probably

older than the main text, and may well have been a Ptolemaic papyrus or at any rate as old

as the archetype of 1620. In view of the great antiquity of the reading \ and the

very late character of the evidence for \ we much prefer to explain the variations in

the light of their chronological arrangement, and to regard the readings of (a) 1620. 67 and

the older MSS. and (b) as intermediate steps in the process by which the reading

preserved in 1620. marg. became corrupted into that of cfG add.

71. €: so MSS.;^ edd. The earlier papyri of Thucydides as a rule omit

V at the end of a sentence ; cf. e. g. 1622. 81, 84.

72. []7? : SO somc of the deteriores; the earlier MSS. have\ here, as

has the marginal note, but in e. g. ch. i. i occurs.

73-4. ['] [h\ io[p]iV ([ 7]'[][] : '/. MSS. (G at first in-

serted yiyviTai before , but erased it), is fairly certain, and the preceding letter can

be , , or V, while the letter after <.[], if not 77, must be : the traces of ev and of a letter

after a[v] are very slight and indecisive. []-[]'. might be read, but before it [?
is not long enough and [] is inadmissible. [] is not very satisfactory, but prefer-

able to cu[v] [][](. The insertion of the article before[ may be right

(cf. 11. I, 58, 61, nn.); the loss of it may be due to the hiatus created when yiywrai

was placed before instead of after . That 1620 had the form 7]'[]'-[] (with cf)

is uncertain, for vlty^^l•^*! ^^^ ^^ read.

75-6. []: . cfG add., edd.; cf. 11. 67-8, n.

76-7. []<[ ][] : . . MSS. The traces suit []•[ very well,

but in 1. 77 ]([- is quite uncertain.

109. To what the critical sign refers is uncertain. The only variants m the Mbb. at

this point concern the spelUng' or' (in other authors spelled' or

'), except for the dittography 'Pfjveiav in cf.

112. The critical sign perhaps refers to a variant concerning the spelling of»
(Mf,,, or MSS.).
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1621. Thucydides ii {Speeches).

14-3 X 1 1-4 cm. Fourth century. Plate V
(verso).

This leaf of a vellum codex is of a somewhat novel character, since it

belongs to a collection of the speeches in Thucydides. The fragment contains

the conclusion of the speech of Archidamus at the beginning of the war (ii. 11)

and the beginning of the funeral oration of Pericles (ii. 35). There are 21 lines

on a page and 20-5 letters in a line. Traces of the pagination are visible

on both sides, but the figures are illegible. The hand is a calligraphic uncial of

the same type as the Codex Sinaiticus, and the fragment has a special palaeo-

graphical interest, for some omissions by the first hand (11. 18 and 26) have been

supplied in darker brown ink by a cursive hand. These cursive additions

are not later than the fourth century, and the main text is likely to belong to the

early or middle part of that century. Stops occur in the high, middle, and low

positions, but are partly due to the corrector. A stroke for punctuation (1. 3) and

occasional diaereses and elision-marks are due to the original scribe, a breathing

to the corrector. Iota adscript was generally written : where omitted, it has been

supplied in at least one place (1. 16) and perhaps two others (11. 10 and 15),

apparently by the corrector.

The text as corrected is on the whole a good one and has several interesting

novelties, which are in most cases superior to the readings of the MSS. The
omission of the unsatisfactory in 1. 4 confirms a conjecture of Madvig,

though confidence in the omissions in 1621 is somewhat shaken not only by the

two mistaken omissions of the first hand, which are supplied by the corrector, but

by a third (1. 36), which has escaped his notice, for in 1. 25 confirms the

conjecture of Hude already substantiated by 853. vii. 15, the confusion between

these words being of course common, for^ in 1. 4 and the

omission of before in 1. 19 may well be right. C is supported against

five times, against C twice ; cf 1620. int.

Recto. Verso.\ a[v e]i€v• npos € e 11. 5 ? [\ [
7^€€£[^]^ €€9 Kat

[]€9 §€ 6 €[] ^[] €[[] [] ^^ 25 tols re? [
5 [] TOL? [( *« ^[

^
70£ €7 ^^[\€' € -^ •
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[€]€ 8ia Uvai [^ Tiy•[
[] ev [ ? nepL navros ti[ol- ' []€[

8[9 3° ^^ ^€9 €)([]•
€ 6[? [] ToSe €[

yap ev tols. ^[ 7 ^•€[
15 ()(^ []

[] 35 ] {) 35•• 8

« .
r

[- . -,'^ '^'^

_ [
2 \\^' ^

' •'* 4° ^ ^
—,

j,
,11^••• [

4- []: MSS., Stuart Jones ;( omitting Hude,
following Madvig. For other variations between and cf. e. g. i. 96. i.

II. ( : SO C ; \ A ; BEFM, edd,

12-13. ev . . . opav is deleted by Hude, who alters to.
14. : € C.

15. Usener wished to delete 01.

18. Ti, supplied by the corrector, is in all the MSS.
19.: MSS.; but// has just occurred in 1. 18 and is quite

defensible.

21. : ))»* MSS., rightly. It is certain that was first written, but the second

half of the is incompletely preserved, and may have been corrected to .
22.: C, Hude, Stuart Jones ; ABEFMl was probably

meant by the papyrus and is likely to be right.

22-3. \: SO CEG marg. . F^ . M^f ex corr., edd. ; ABFM'

;

some late MSS.
24• ottro/xeroi : oiaptvoi B.

25. i^^ti': SO 853; MSS. Cf int.

35. o[i ]( : so ABEFM with Tiberius, Syrianus, Dionysius, Castor, and IMax. Plan.

Hude (but not Stuart Jones) formerly carried his preference for CG to the length of reading

( ovv, but now (ed. maior^) brackets .
3g_6. ^;; : SO CG {^ add. G^), schol., Syrianus, Max. Plan., edd. ;(
ABEFM ; om. Tiberius, Castor. The MSS. of Dionysius vary between dp. and

(. ,
39. : ABE.
40. Dobree wished to omit.
41. ': CG, edd. : .

2
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1622. ThUCYDIDES ii.

17-5 X 21-2 cm. Early second century. Plate IV.

The chief interest of this much damaged fragment, which consists of

the lower halves of two columns and a bit of the column preceding, and contains

parts of chs. 6^ and oj of Thuc. ii, is palaeographical, for on the verso is part of

a contract for loan dated in Mecheir of the nth year of Antoninus Pius

(a. D. 148), so that the recto must have been written before 148, probably in the

reign of Hadrian, and is an unusually well dated specimen of second-century

uncial writing. Other papyri which more or less approximate to it in style and

date are 9 (Part i, Plate iii, which was there dated somewhat too late), 841

(Part v, Plate iii), 1233 (Part x, Plate iii), and 1619 (Plate iv). A > -shaped sign

is used for filling up short lines, and pauses are indicated by occasional blank

places, paragraphi, and stops chiefly in the middle position (the high stop

at the end of 1. 51 is not certain). A mark of quantity occurs in 1. $'^, and

a correction of spelling, possibly in a different hand, in 1. 81. The column con-

tained 29-30 lines of 16-22 letters. Iota adscript was written. 1622 agrees with

C twice and with the other family twice ; cf. 1620. int. The only new reading

occurs in the very compressed sentence beginning in 1. 84, of which the end is not

preserved. Here the text of 1622 is apparently corrupt as it stands, but is

perhaps nearer the original than the reading of the MSS., which may be only an

emendation; ci.n. ad loc.

Col. i.

17 lines lost and traces of 7 lines [5] 7r€[p]iyfi/ecr^ai r\T]v\

25\ ] eue 65. 13
[''^°^]^V

[e]oou[
[pLaaevae TOTe\ 9 30 [^] ^
[7r/Doe]y[^]a) [^- [^ pat

Col. ii. Col iii.

16 lines lost 16 lines lost

[][][ depov]? t[€\€V 67.1 J^I^io]?[ ^ 67. 2? [€]9 Koptv €[] ^
([][] €€[]€[

50 €9? 8[ ]\ • TO\ys

KoXaos ^' ^

m m - \1€9 ^
s> or

[]? ? ? ? [
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[

55 <iy 09 [ei ])9 7€ €9 >€ [\ re 85 7^/?"[^]€/? 7['
7ra/3e;(e[i]f kul ^\\\^ avTovs ^ e

[]€• []{. [?] e/xeXXe>[] [][ T]ij []\ €[
6 [/ojeco ey 7][ ]\€ [][€] ^[]€

[

Fr. 2. ]' .[

28-9. [;/ ] : SO CG, Aristides, edd. ; ABEFM.
51.8 : SO , edd. ; CEFG ; .
57- (([]' ( corr. EFM) suits the vestiges much better than (CGB^?,

edd.).

79. : om. CG.
80. viov : A ; Hude.
81. : for the omission of( cf. 1. 84 and 1620. 71, n.

84 sqq. For e/xeXXe in 1. 87 the MSS. have epeWov, making^ intransitive

contrary to the customary usage of the passive in this sense, as was noticed by Thomas
Magister (early fourteenth century), e/neXXe may be merely a blunder due to some one who
wished to make mpaiajaeiv transitive and ignored€, which follows (1. 89)
in the MSS. and governs nopevopevovs. The loss of the end of the sentence in 1622
is unfortunate, for the construction was not quite clear. After€ the MSS.
continue? * (so CG ; 8 Hude ; om. ABEFM, Stuart Jones) (( €( (Kfivois napabovvai. e^iXXe cannot be defended as long as

the subject of it is Sitalces, who, as the context shows, had no intention of allowing the

Spartan envoys to cross the Hellespont ; but with the correction (6) (\€ (sc. the ship) the

difficulty arising from the intransitive use of nepaiaiafiv would be removed, since a second

accusative for that verb could easily be understood from nopsvopevovg avrovs : cf. Polyb. iii.

113. 6 Tovs Xoinovs . . . \ nfpaicoaas 8ittovs , tptWov Avould

on this theory represent an attempt to emend the text as found in 1622.

Fr. 2. This fragment was adhering to the top left-hand corner of the papyrus,

but apparently by accident. If it really belongs to 11. 19-21, it may refer to^\\
or 11\\.

1623. THUCYDIDES iii.

14-7 X 5*5 cm. Fifth or sixth century.

This fragment of a leaf of a vellum codex contains part of Thuc. iii. 7-9,

with fairly numerous stops (in all three positions), paragraphi, accents, breathings,

and diaereses. The only correction preserved, the insertion a.( in

1. 45, is due to the original scribe, who wrote a good-sized upright oval uncial

hand of the fifth or sixth century. Iota adscript is omitted once and written

once. Traces of ruling are discernible on the recto, which is the hair side. The
text in spite of its comparatively late date stands somewhat apart from the
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mediaeval MSS., agreeing once with CGM, probably twice with the group

(cf. 1620. int.), and presenting several new readings. Of these the omission of

v€&v in 1. i and to for -. in 1. ii are quite defensible. More interest-

ing is the variant[•€ for l-n-Aeuae in 1. 8, where the simple verb was rather

ambiguous. The precise nature of the variation in 11. 19-20 is obscured by-

lacunae. 1616 was found with 1623.

Recto,

[? '\€ \~ y. 3

[] 6- avros 4

\ €)( 8]8^
[ €9]• €

5 [\^
[? ]€.
[ OiuLuSas] re

[ ? ]€ ave[ ]

[^ ]
[? €)(], € 5[]? €[^ ey €][ €]

15 [^?\
[perat9 re ] 9[ €9 \
\ €]
[ ?] € 6

2[? ]?[€€9 ]
[ €].:

lines lost

Verso.€€ € [ €76

€[
35€ ey [9 €' € [?9^[
(9€[^ ^^ rouy

40 [€ (? [[?
€€[ . €€[ €v

45 [€[9
)([9
[99[ € 9

50 [9 re€ [\ €
[9[ €

lines lost

9. I

I. TrXfiovs ](€ : . ( MSS. Since ^ OCCUrred the

previous sentence, the repetition is unnecessary.

8-9. Qi^f1[€ : ewXenae MSS. OCCUrS Only OnCC in Thuc. i. IO4. 2\(( is , where it implies sailing up Stream. If this was also

implied here, '|[' ey \(\(. may have been the reading ; but avt^nXivae may simply
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mean ' sailed out ', in which case it hardly differs from the simple verb and means ' in
the direction of or 'off' or perhaps even ' on '. Oeniadae was situated near the mouth of
the Achelous, surrounded in winter by marshes into which the Achelous flowed (Thuc. ii.

102, 2), and of which one connected with the Gulf of Corinth according to Strabo,
p. 459. The ships may therefore have been taken a little way up the river. A compound
verb has this advantage over the simple one that it is not open to the interpretation ' he
sailed down the Achelous ', Avhich is inadmissible here; cf. iv. 25. 8 ran \ nepmXfv-
aavTfs (in Sicily) ^. That avinXtwe here means
' sailed back ' (Asopius had already passed Acarnania on his way up the gulf to Naupactus)
is less likely.

II. to: t6v MSS. Thucydides uses both the masculine and neuter of€ substan-
tivally

18-19. a^ro\[eev (ABEFM, edd.) suits the length of the lacuna better than 7-|[^ (CG).
The supposed accent is very doubtful.

19-20. ?] € \[8 : \€ . MSS. There
is certainly not room for both and and there is no trace of, but instead of
being might be the termination of] or^ with before in 1, 20,
though the supplement there is quite long enough, and ep of are fairly certain ;

the is cramped and seems to have been corrected, probably from , and 5 is not a very
satisfactory reading, is not in accordance with Thucydidean usage in this context,
varepov being common.

37-8. ^: SO ABEFM; om. CG, edd.

41. €(! : soCGM, edd.; ¥.
1624. Plato, Protagoras.

Fr. I 10-5x17 cm. Third century. Plate VI
(Cols. Ixiii-iv, Ixvi).

These scanty remains of a roll containing the Protagoras originally consisted

of about 100 pieces, of which nearly three-quarters have been placed and some
very minute scraps ignored. The identified fragments, which amount to about

230 lines in all, are scattered over the latter part of the dialogue from pp. 337-

57, representing 33 out of the last 71 columns, but none at all completely.

The upper margin is partly preserved in Cols, ii, xx, xxxv, xxxvii, xlv, Ixi,

Ixiii-v, the lower in Cols, i, xvi, and Ixiii, showing that each column contained

37 or 38 narrow lines of 10-17 letters, usually 12 or 13. The writing is a hand-

some specimen of the now well-known third -century type of uncials approximating

to that of the early biblical codices ; cf. 1365. int. Like 1017 {Phaedrns), 1624

is remarkable for the presence of many corrections or alternative readings, which

have been inserted in a different and cursive hand. These seem to have been

written somewhat later in the third century than the scholia in 1241, but to be

contemporary with the scholia in P. Grenf. ii. 12, the main text in those two
papyri being in hands very similar to the first hand of 1624, which is

probably not later than the middle of the century. Iota adscript was written.
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so far as can be judged. Paragraph! were employed by the first hand, but in

the four places in which they occur have been placed in brackets by the corrector.

Stops in all three positions occur, besides double dots marking a change of

speaker, but in many cases are due to the corrector, who was apparently responsible

for a breathing in 1. 169 and accent in 1. 285. Wedge-shaped signs for filling

up short lines, occasional diaereses over t and , and probably the accent in 1. 16

and elision-mark in 1. 227 are due to the first hand. The corrector's omissions,

apart from the bracketing of paragraph! mentioned above, are indicated in

11. 114, 272, 589 by a stroke, elsewhere by dots, above the letters in question.

Papyri of Plato ai'e now fairly numerous, 1624 being the 19th known ; but

no fragments of the Protagoras have been discovered previously. For this

dialogue the chief MSS. are (the Clarkeanus), (the Marcianus), and W
(Vindobonensis 54) ; but 1624 happens to cover very few passages in which they

differ seriously. A mistake of BT is avoided (1. 360), but in 11. 629 and 663 the

papyrus apparently supports BT against W. In 11. 319 and 43.5 the first hand

agrees with the reading of W, the corrector with that of BT (in 1. 435 not

exactly). Some agreements between 1624 and Vaticanus 1029 are noticeable

(11. 435, 592, 632, nn.) and the text of Stobaeus is supported in 1. 396, so that

with regard to the existing tradition there is no reason to suppose that 1624 was

less eclectic than the longer Plato papyri from Oxyrhynchus, 843 and 1016-17.

In the new readings, which are frequent, the first hand and the corrector usually

took different views, the only instance in which they agreed upon a hitherto

unrecorded variant being the insertion of the article before /xe'pet in 1. 288. In

11. 6, 594, 632, and 637 the corrector has restored the ordinary reading of the

MSS. by inserting words omitted either intentionally or by inadvertence by
the first hand ; cf. also 11. 176-7, n. The first hand was not a very accurate

scribe, to judge by several apparent repetitions of syllables ; cf. 1. 114, n., and

843 {Symposium), which has numerous mistakes of this character. The most

striking of the new readings rejected by the corrector is the addition of at before

in 1. 589, a i-eading which had been genei-ally adopted by modern editors

from a conjecture of Heindorf, but is hardly rendered more convincing. More
often it is the first hand, not the corrector, who agrees with the MSS. ; cf. 11. 15,

431, 481, 486, 490, 590, 592, 640, 66^, 666, 672, nn. In several of these places

there is an obvious difficulty in the ordinary reading, and in 1. 672 the corrector's

reading had already suggested itself to some of the Renaissance editors of

Plato as an improvement, while in II. 15 and 640 his readings seem to be

superior ; but the changes proposed in 11. 592 and 666 ai-e of more doubtful

value. The other novelties are all of the nature of omissions from the ordinary

text, in revising which the corrector, presumably on the authority of a different
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1

MS., exhibits an unwonted and perhaps exaggerated tendency to solve difficulties

by excisions. His text is, however, as a whole distinctly better than that of the

first hand, and interesting as a specimen of a recension which was probably due
to some Alexandrian grammarian, and possibly connected with the corrector's

text in 1017. A proneness to omissions of words found in the traditional text is one
of the characteristics of the Phaedo and Laches papyri of the third century B. c,
but these of course differ from the ordinary text much more widely than 1624.

Col. i (Frs. I. i, 2).

[^ Xi {^\\\ 337 b

yiyvoLr\o\ i'//e[t]y re

[y]a/) 01 XeyovTi^

€
5 T01S[€•
[]' ev

€ €9
[]

av[€v]

[9 €]€
[] ev

[/ci]? ^
15 [^\' 337 c

[/xejiy

[orre]? \[\\
6 lines lost

35 [^^] 7"[^[ ? €

[ e

Col. ii (Frs. 1. ii, 3-4).

[[
i

40 av[yyiv€is re

oi/f[eioyy ]
[ray] eivai[ ]• 337 d

[ yap]

45 [] ^vy

yct'[es'] ie

vop[os\

['\
5 [][ ](9
1—1
)([][ ][ €]€[]'

12 lines lost

67 ] [][
]^[
][]' [€ 337 e

70 ]roi'[y][][
]€€[]' e[yfu ^

2 lines lost
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lo lines lost

86 t[o

[ei 8
Tay[opai 60€

[] [

Col. Hi (Fr. . iii),

90 ri[vLa<i tols

33^ a yoLs [iva

7([€€
\[€€

About 20 lines lost

Col. ix (Fr, 5).

[['[€/)/]] ovK9
115 €7[€

\f\av\Ta?
Col. xvii (Fr. 7).

12 lines lost

167 v[v ot—J\ S (
a ([ 8 irepi

170 ^^? \
^\\\
8['\^€.[^[] [

^[
175 '"f '^"'• [

[[fa[i]] ^[] ev [
€[]' [€[

18 ? €€ €• [^ [•^[? [* [[
185 [

About 7 lines lost

Col. xvi (Fr. 6).

339 d About :^6 lines lost

153 neiv e[i 341 e[
Col. xix (Fr. 8).

About 30 lines lost

342 a 223 [;? ]6 {
[^ ^pv [/3]5[

225 [€]'
[8? ]8€ €€
[ ] []
[ ]
[€]

230 [ ][

342 b

Col. XX (Frs. 9-1°)•

231 [ ]€[
[; ][ €
[ ]([[][(

235 [^t8oTe? ] [
About 33 li"^s lost

342 e

342
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Col. xxiii (Fr. 11).

269\ ye: 343 e

270 av [ ^
^'[^^^ I I
^To[. . .]] vnep[ Set Ceij/ai

[e]u [
Col. XXXV (Fr. 13).

280 []€ |/[]9• [ 347 d

[a]yrouy eavTois

Kavovs oj/Ta9 ivv[

[[.]]»/«£ av€V

{p]a)v re -
285

XeyovTus €
ev [

/€/)€

290 []s' [<][^] '
[7]/[']

About 26 lines lost

Col. xlvi (Frs. 18-19).[\ y[iyfe 351 a

395 \]•[] ye[ ]^ []

Col. (Fr. 21).

About 27 lines lost

428[ ( e 355 b

[?

Col. xxxi (Fr. 12).

275 [^] [ 346 c[ ye

'€^[ n 9
)(aipe[i €[€ e

Col.'^xxxvii (Fr. 14).

318 [€ ] e^e 348 b

[' etre 5]€[[']] [
320 [ fire] 6[[ (]. [][

About 34 lilies lost

Col. xlv (Frs. 15-17).

356 [ei] [ 350 d

epoio €' ([[] ^[ 35° e

[] ['] €[€
360 [ei] €[
[]€ [
[]€ )[
[ €]€[

About 30 lines lost

Col. Ivii (Fr. 20).

398 ][ 354 d][9
400 ] [

Col. Ixi (Fr. 23).

477 [f^i-y• "^^^ 355 d

[]• :
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430[ /oau/ze^a

[/)]] 8^\ re a

[[ e8 [
[

435 [^
^^^-[(
[][ pev

Col. 1 (Fr. 22).

5 lines lost

[p€U ]
445 [k(ou ]9
[ ]

About 30 lines lost

355 c

480

[[[°'"]']1 ^^'^ ^
[3\• yap €
[]/
[/ze]i/ etvai

485 [)]:
[ ] - [[?]![]
[ ]
[ ]< [ ]

490 [] [[;]] []
[ ] [/xef] €
[ ]€

About 23 lines lost

Col. Ixii (Fr. 24).

About 20 lines lost

535 ^oy [ ? 356 a][ a] [
] €[€

About 13 lines lost

Col. Ixiv (Fr. 25. ii). Plate vi.

ai [[at]] 35^ c

590 -^ [[/uei/]]€«̂
^e €]^{[

—]]
ev : € ev 35^ d

C ]]

[[[/]]] (

Col. Ixiii (Frs. 25• i, 26). Plate vi.

552 [(5ea ]. 356 b

[^ aei \^[€ €]
555 [^ np]os

[ €][€] €[
About 22 lines lost

580 []€[ 35^ c[] [
[] [
[€€] (6[€
[€ ]. [

585 [^] € €[
[ ]: [
[ ]€ [
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595 [^ e]y €[] [[ 7]€ [
About 28 lines lost

PLATO, PROTAGORAS

[][ '5

Col. Ixv (Frs. 27, 28. i, 29-32).

626 []77^€ [ 35^ e

eaccaev [] [][ ]
[ev] npos

630 [] ][]
[][]
[€] €'[77'][ ]:[ ^]
[] [/]6:

^35 ['-] ^ ^^ ^^ "^[^] ^of €
[] []
€€ [][ ]
[€ € ]5

Col. Ixvi (Fr. 28. ii). Plate vi.

663 [7r]ei5[7; <5e 89 357 a

re [ ev op

665 [[r77[t]] aipeaei

V[[
[€ €9

€[9 €
6'jo [

Tcpov [
T€pcc[i eyyvTe

• [
€ [

About 25 lines lost

640 e<5e[i]
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omitted, in this phrase by Plato; cf. Gorg. 462 a iv ( re )(^ with

496 b' iv eKaTtpov . .
39• 5]iJffit[[y]l : rightly ;

»» W.

357•' () suits the probable length of the lacuna better than 01 (, edd.).

360. [it] ot : so t, edd. ; oiei ;
oUt T.

396. ye : so StobaeUS, Burnet ; re BTW, Schanz. Cf. ye \) a few

lines before 1. 394, where Wt Stobaeus have -ye, and BT re.

397. [.] \ the s is fairly certain, and the length of the lacuna does not suit the

restoration[ ][, omitting in accordance with Naber's conjecture.

398-400. The division of lines inithis fragment is quite uncertain.

431. l.apa-1: apa BTW; a corrector of the Coislinianus, Burnet. The difficulty

is caused by the late position of apa in the sentence.

435. h[voiv: so W, Vat. 1029 ; BT agree with the corrector in adding , but place it

after instead of before bvolv. BT's order seems preferable.

436. [[/]][ : probably ovo had been written twice by the first hand; cf. 1. ii4,n.

436-7. ^poayo]\pi[w€v : SO edd.;^ BTW. Line 437 is already rather

short (11 letters), and the substitution of for , though possible, is not satisfactory.

pf[voptv \[] p[ev is inadmissible, for, though r could be read instead of , the only

alternatives to the of[][/ are y and .
444-6. The position assigned to this fragment is far from certain.

481. |[[or]i]]: the corrector omitted this word, which is in the MSS., presumably

because {8) had occurred in 11. 479-80; cf. int.

486. [[]] : this word is in the MSS., but can be dispensed with.

490. [[t;]] : the omission of this vord is distinctly an improvement, if ^ (so MSS. and

edd.) was meant. This question simply supplies the answer to the preceding one 8i

., and does not introduce a fresh alternative of any kind. If is retained, seems

preferable to .
535-8. The division of lines in this fragment is uncertain.

582. [] : so MSS. ; there would be room for two more letters in the lacuna.

588.[ : the above the line does not seem to be due to the ordinary corrector,

but it is not quite certainly by the first hand.

589. laq : ai is not in the MSS., but Heindorfs insertion of it has been accepted by

practically all editors. The absence of ai can however be defended by supplying with

(cf. Ast's note), and it is not at all clear that the first hand was right, even though there

is a doubt about the deletion, ai has had dots placed above it, but through these is a

horizontal stroke, such as is used in 11. 114 and 272 to indicate the deletion of the letters

below. Seeing that in 1. 592 the corrector has eliminated double dots marking a change of

speaker not by running his pen continuously through them, but by crossing them out

separately, we prefer to suppose that the corrector in 1. 589 substituted one mode of express-

ing deletion for another (possibly for the sake of clearness, owing to the presence of

a diaeresis by the first hand over the following of \), rather than that he changed

his mind about the omission of ai and meant to cross out the dots indicating deletion and let

at stand, or that this was the meaning of a possible second corrector. The bracketing of

the paragraphi below 11. 51, 167, 592, and 593 may have been due to a desire on the part of

the corrector to avoid confusion between paragraphi and horizontal strokes indicatmg

deletion. u • . • • u
590. ^-^ : nothing seems to be gained by the omission of this word, which is in the

MSS., but is not essential. Since the following word began, the intrusion or omission

of€ would be eas)•. .

592f : SO INISS. exccpt Vat. 1029, which has eXarrovs \ ., a conflation
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of the alternative readings found here. The corrector's reading iXaTTovs is in accordance
with . . . in 11. 584-5.

593-4. The MSS. have d iv ., except Venetus 184, which places

after, can be dispensed with, but hardly . \\ '\ may have been the

reading of the first hand, but this restoration, even if had dots placed above it by the cor-

rector, fails to account satisfactorily for the position of the insertion,, and|[ ye]

is less probable than a mistaken repetition of the syllable : cf 11. 114, 436, nn,, and for

the omission of after 1. 637, .
596-7. The lacuna after is not very adequately filled by a wedge-shaped sign. If

\.
|
be read, in the absence of any known variant for the simplest

course would be to suppose a mistaken repetition of : cf. the preceding n.

627—8. \\ apa av \\-: OV pOSsibly |[' ap av ].
629. \•. SO BT {^; . W, Vat. 1029, Bumet. may have been

meant if the first hand omitted 01, which, though probable, is not quite certain. The
of'\ apparently projected slightly to the left of the ofo]ooyo in 1. 628 and of\ in 1. 63O.

632. : so BT ; om. Vat. 1029 like the first hand, av is necessary in view of(
av (1. 627) and (€ av (lost in 1. 646).

637. : so BT. is indispensable; cf. 11. 593-4, n.

640. : so BT. The corrector's reading , i. e, , seems to suit the argument
better.

662-3. []«2[ 8e: so BT; eVtSeSiy W, Vat. 1209 ; iVel fie ?7 Burnet, following Adam.
The vestige before suits e better than .

665. ^['^ : Bt ; TTTj . Vat. 1029 omits ev in 1. 664, and possibly the first hand or

the corrector differed there from the ordinary reading (v (e. g. by having or tv

). The mere omission of in 1. 665 is however more probable. The article can easily

be dispensed with.

666. \•. so MSS. The corrector's reading gains some support from the

proximity of tuv, & (1. 662), which introduces the summing-up of the argument, and
the constant use of the second person plural throughout the dialogue with imaginary objectors

in pp. 353 sqq. , however, not, is used in the previous steps of the argument (e. g.

in 11. 594, 637), and the theory that good and evil ultimately meant pleasure and pain is not

the starting-point of the opponents of Socrates in this part of the Protagoras, but on the

contrary is forced upon them by him, so that there was no need for Socrates to dissociate

himself from his opponents just at this point.

671-3. \€\ eyyvTf\pwi : SO T, and with the omission of the final iotas and
modern edd. ; \^ Aid. ( 5 1 3); e'yyurepov Basileensis I

(1534), agreeing with the corrector. Stephanus objected to the coupling of the adverbs

without an article to the preceding adjectives, but his criticism has been answered (e. g. by
Stallbaum and Ast) by citing (i) numerous parallels in Plato for the omission of the article

in enumerations after the first noun, (2) instances of the coupling of adverbs with adjectives

in e. g. Protag. 356 a ' eVri (1 Te \ -
) , Phlhb. 4 6 ? . . .' t'is \ \. The objection to and eyyvTfpov here is that these adjectival forms are in

general post-classical. Thucydides, however (viii. 96), has bC ('- (, while

Xenophon frequently uses iyyvTtpov adverbially, and there is an obvious advantage in

substituting adjectives for adverbs at this point, so that the corrector's reading is not lightly

to be rejected on philological grounds alone.

700-6. It is not quite certain that this fragment belongs to the Protagoras.

740-1. Cf. 11. 223-4, n. .
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1625. AesCHINES, In Ctesiphoiitem.

32-5 X 25 cm. Second century.

This fragment of a roll consists of three incomplete columns and a few

letters from a fourth, covering §§ 14-27 of Aeschines' oration against Ctesiphon,

written in a clear cursive hand of the second century, probably not later than

the reign of Hadrian or Antoninus, to which a document found with 1625

belongs. There were 51 or 52 lines in a column, and 24-30 letters in a line.

Iota adscript was regularly written, and elision generally avoided. Punctuation

was effected by paragraphi and high stops. Diaereses are sometimes placed

over initial t and ; accents, breathings, and marks of quantity are rare (11. 53,

60^, III). That the syllable inserted above the line in 1. 53 is in a different hand

is not quite certain, and a still greater doubt attaches to the supposed distinction

of hands in 1. 21. Seven other fragments of Aeschines from Egypt are known, of

which three (457, 703, and Hartel, Vortrag i'lher die Griech. Pap. Erz. Rainer,

45 sqq.) belong to different parts of this oration, two (458 and 440 ; cf. Blass,

Archiv, iii. 293) to the De falsa leg., and two (Nicole, Textes grecs ined. de Geneve,

pp. 5-12 and P. Halle 6) to the Contra Timarchum.

The MSS. of Aeschines number about 27, and fall into three main families,

called by Blass A, B, and C. In this oration A consists of ekl, of agmn Vat.

Laur. Flor., C of dfq Barb, h generally supports A rather than C, usually

agrees with B. d (loth century) is the only MS. older than the thirteenth century,

but C, the family to which it belongs, has generally been regarded as inferior

to the other two, of which A is now usually considered superior to B. The

untrustworthy character in general of the MSS. has been clearly shown by the

papyri, most of which present a number of new and better readings, not

infrequently establishing conjectures. 1625, which is much longer than 457 and

703 and much older than Hartel's vellum fragments, is a carefully written

papyrus, and naturally does not fail to make several improvements upon the

ordinary text. The chief of these is in § 20, where two of the three families

have an omission and the third, A, is corrupt. Here the papyrus confirms the

simpler emendations of Lambinus, another early scholar (probably Scaliger),

and Wolf against the more elaborate changes proposed by later editors (11. 8i-a).

A gloss which had found its way into the text of all the MSS. in § 15 can now

be detected and explained with the help of the scholia (1. 19), and a gloss found

in and C, but not in A, in § 24 was absent from 1625 (1. 154, n.). Hamaker's

conjecture Upa for yk^a in § 18 is confirmed (1. 61), and Cobet's objection to the

repetition Aeyet . . .^ in § 21 is justified, though by the omission of /, not
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, as he proposed (11. 94-5). A passage in § 19, in which the variation

between present and past participles had caused difficulties, is probably set right

(11. 69-70). The other new readings mainly concern the order of words (11. 3-4,

58-60, 97-8, 144-5), ^ lacuna having obscured a variant of some magnitude in

11. 135-6. In numerous instances evidence is provided for words which recent

editors have wished to delete, generally in order to avoid hiatus, about which

1625 (and probably Aeschines) was not more particular than the MSS. The

general relation of 1625 to them is very similar to that of most other Aeschines

papyri. A is on the whole supported more frequently than and much more

frequently than C, especially in important points of divergence, there being at

least 6 agreements with A (or 2 of the 3 MSS. composing it) against

BC (II. 24, 77, 81-2, 93, 116, 154 sqq.), i or 2 with AB against C (11. 78,

134?), and 3 or 4 with AC against (11. 25, yo, 117; cf. 11. 92-3, where

most of the group and one member of A are on the wrong side). On the

other hand 1625 agrees with against AC in 1. 73, with isolated members of

against all the other MSS. in 11. 62 and 131, and with BC against A at least

5 times (11. 22 twice, 52, 53, 120, 187?). C thus comes off the worst of the

three families in relation to 1625, since it gains no support for any of its peculiar

readings ; but when C is in combination with A or its relationship to 1625 is

much the same as that of in combination with A or C, 1625 agreeing with the

majority in about half the instances in either case, whereas A in combination

with or C is confirmed in 6 out of 7, or (if 11. 62 and 131 are included)

9, instances.

Col. i. (Col. ii.)

[ ray6[7 ^^' apyas 14 koll ^[ evi €][ 65 Kr^pvKas^ \\^$\/\ ^
[? ] \€/] ?? et

\? eivai ] [9 €]€ KeXevei /['] '\]

5 [ ? 67]9 ^/ ] ? ^
\€\ € ''? ^ ?[ €][9 ^ jo€ ^?[ ] [][? \]?? €[ ]?[?^ [-'-] ^<^ €]€•[ €]?' [ [?? ][]?? ei? []?
[ ]?[ [?]?[ ] \? 75 [^"^ ][] [ ][]
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[tovs KeXeuei] noieiv ov 15

15 [ ]<:€9 ey [][ €]€ [][ ][]•\ 8[ \ ^
[9€€ [[•]]

20 [9€ ] ?
[^ 8]e'^ ?]]][ ] avayvoaaeTai•

[ \\ aj/ipejy 1 6

2 5 [ay ]
26 lines lost

Col. ii,

[]€' €V [] [] []€ 1 7

[] [ ] €^ / []€
55 '^'^,• [] 1 8

€ €€
€€ €[] €

€€€' '
6 '

i'[e]pa ^€€'

85

9

95

[ ] €[][ ] [] 2

[ev ] €[][][ ] €[€][ ] e/c[ei][ ] [][ ] a[p]cc€[[€ e^ Apeio]y[ €]
[ ye ][ € ][ eav ][ € €€ ]
[ €][^]€[] [] 2 1

[6 ] € €[] €'[^ ])[][ ^ \[ ye ][ ^€][ ] e

[ ]
[ €] ye

[I'e^ €]

Col. iii.

[• evi 5e €ve[ ][€
05 € [' [€ 2 2

€ €[

[^ ^
• [] [€[ oTe €€[ ( ?

145 €7 [ 5e

3
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ovT€ [€ Se 9
TL [
/ceXei/ei Xoy[ov /? rot's^? ye [8 8? [€] ) [€'9 150

[ 8][ 9 ^
K€Xe[vei] [][

115 ^-^ OTL [€ €](3[ ov6]ev? [ovTe

[] [S]e ^\\
['\ ovdev€ ev []*€

20 [']

[] 23 185

^[] €
[] € €[] eKeivo

125 (^['• ]€• [ ]^ ere'

€[ ] []
[]^[ ][]
[]
€[]•

130 [€ ] []€6[ ]
€\€[ € €]/[ ^[ € €

135 (>>^' [' [€
€ [ € (^[[ 24

140 € [^ ?

€[^ €€ 8e

)([€[ nei\ €['
€7 [
€v [€ €v €€€[[

Col. iv.

28 lines lost[€• 27[€ €
[[ €€[ €eae^[€ €

1 8 lines lost

3. , which must have stood in the lacuna, was bracketed by Weidner
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and Blass. Whether 1625 had[€. with most MSS. and edd., or [(.( with dnq, is

uncertain. Cf. §17, where BC have, A rightly.
3-4.]

\
[ : MSS. Probably 1625 is right, and the reading of

the MSS. is due to the influence in 11. 1-2.

6-7. [€]> was bracketed by Schanz and Blass, while after Halm
inserted , for which there is not room here.

8. ['][ : so most MSS. and edd. ; but [/1[ could be read with e.

18. was bracketed by Dobree and Blass.

19. [[ .]][ : MSS. ; cf. Schol. (
the margin of a printed book

; source unknown) Xeyei 6 iv(, and Schol. gm Vat. Laur. efs•.' 8e€. Xeyet ^" ""' " , • €
. . . The omission of6 in 1625 brings this passage into line with

11. 79-80 []7|^€/] /jos•\ and IO9-IO€\(\ ,
where the MSS. equally ignore the. The scholia do not really support the
longer reading. The logistae no doubt had, but the order of the words and the
use of the singular show that these are not meant here, while the explanation of
Schol. is not at all convincing, for the who read the laws, &c., in the assembly
Avas quite a different kind of official from the, and not likely to have been specially
concerned with eu^iiOt. A comparison of 1. 22 (sc. 6€) with § 124,
where most MSS. have 6 ( Blass with e), indicates that
Schol. has been misplaced, and really refers to 1. 22, while 6 in the MSS,
at 1. 19 is a corruption arising out of this very scholium or one like it owing to a mistaken
idea that occurred in the text about this point, the accusative case suggestino-

1. 19 as a suitable point for the insertion of the words with to restore the construction.
With regard to the deletion before there were, as the scholium states, 10 of these
officials ; but it is unlikely that a second-century scribe would place a diaeresis instead of a
stroke above (which is fairly certain), if it meant 10, and he seems to have written or begun to
write another letter after , though it is not clear how much ink belongs to a stroke of deletion.

21., which must have stood here, is deleted by several editors, but not by
Blass.

: of the supposed above the line only a vertical stroke remains, and the cor-
rection may be due to the first hand : the nature of the original reading is still more
doubtful.

22. ^: SO BC
J A, Blass.

: SO BC, BlaSS ; A. Cf. 1. 1 9, n.

23. ]: SO most MSS. and edd.; a; om. ep Vat.^

24. ^: SO A, Blass ; om. BC.
25. ]

j

[ : SO AC, BlaSS ; . ]
, Schukz.

52. : kl.

5.3• : SO MSS. ; () Blass, to avoid hiatus.[ ; SO BC, BlaSS ;) A.

55. : om. Ip Vat. : p.

57. otoi' : ots p. : SO MSS. ; iep/ar edd.

58-9. : . 6 vou, MSS. Cf. 11. 66-7, .
59• : MSS.
60. : om. \ MSS.
61. '{\•. SO Hamaker; MSS., Blass. The top of the t is lost, but one of the

two dots is visible. is no doubt right, the point being that priests got no public money.
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The confusion was easy ; cf. the spellings \( and for ihe same Oxyrhynchite village

(1285. 98 and 1444. 34) and eiyipov for upou in P. Weil vi. 6.

: so most MSS., Blass
;

ag Vat,, Laur.

62. : om. MSS. . SO a; // the rest, Blass.

64. : so most MSS., Blass; hm .
65—6. : \ q.

66—7• (ivai neXevei : KtXevtc eivai Vat. Cf. 11. 58-9, n.

67-8. : the last is corr. from f. 8( some edd., but cf.

11. 69-70, n.

69. was bracketed by Bake and Blass.

69—7^• ''^-^' . . .( : . . . AC ', . , .

, Blass. Probably 1625 is right, and the reading of is an emendation of

that of AC, Avhich is a corruption of the papyrus text.

70-1. emStSoi/ai [6]e : SO MSS.; ''/ /xeV Blass.

73. Tas ][]9 : SO B, Blass ; for Toi/s . (AC, exccpt d) there is not room.

77. 8]•. SO kl ; the rest, Blass.

78. : so AB, Blass; om. C.

81., which must have stood here, was deleted by Cobet, but not by Blass.

81—2. ««[ft]^ ^ ^^ ayfi: SO Orelli, Baiter and
Sauppe, Simcox { . . . Lambinus and marg. Bern. ; ayei Wolf) ; . €

. . pey. ayeiv ; om. AC ; . (, . . . ayei Wolf, Reiske,

Bekker, and, \vith instead of ayfi to avoid hiatus, Blass ; cf. int. There is not room for

[]^ in 1. 82, even if* in 1. 8i did not require[ jr.

84. ( ApeLo]v was bracketed by Blass to avoid hiatus.

92—3. a[e ]( : SO Cahkl Vat. yp., edd. € tovs^ egmnp
Laur. Vat.

93. ( : SO A, Blass ;: BC.
94. Xeyti : this was deleted by Cobet, the MSS. having after in 1. 95,

which was clearly omitted in 1625 and is not necessary.

: this was deleted by Hamaker, while Dobree preferred.
97-8. The MSS. have ( , from which 1625 clearly

varied in regard to the position of ( and, and possibly by the insertion of

after.
1 03-4. €(^[ : SO ; €€ A ; (Vf or -pt'f« C.

104. o]^ : SO A; ^C, \3,88 ; Om.
Cobet. [ can be read in place of o][, but the insertion of

before would make the line too long, while the omission of lO^o^erj/s would leave it too

short, so that A's reading is the most probable, especially since 1625 shows no tendency to

avoid hiatus.

105. The supplement is rather short, and perhaps 1625 had with c;

moSt MSS., BlaSS ;] hq Bern., Vat. Laur.

1 1 3-1 4. a] was bracketed by Hamaker and Blass.

116.[^ : SO A ; '^/' BC, Blass.

117. [][] : SO AC, BlasS ; . \. .
20. : SO BC, Blass ; t'v .
121. : so most MSS. ; 1 ; om. agp Vat.

124-5.[ : so most MSS. ; glm ; om. Blass on account of hiatus.

127.: g.

131.[: SO g; q; the rest, BlaSS. , which must haVC
Stood in the lacuna, is omitted by ek.
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132.[ : so MSS., Blass ; ( (Bake) is inadmissible.

134. eis ( is restored from most MSS., but C omits els and el have
noKiTfiai for TioXems, while Blass omits (, and Bekker reads e/c . The length of the
lacuna favours the presence of both «i? and f if, but not as well.

135-6 | : a and are the only alternatives to , and the lacuna maybe 2 or

3 letters shorter than as printed, but hardly any longer. The MSS. have nothing between
and ^. An imperative either preceded by or governing (instead of) seems most likely, but| is not satisfactory.

1 40. Whether 1625 had koivus Avith the MSS. or Kevas, the generally accepted correction
of Stephanus, is uncertain.

144-5. ''?'' «W?" ?] I

eni )[: enl . (MSS., except h iVi) does not suit. before can be omitted from the restoration, but cf. 1. 154.
Blass proposed eVl 6 in both places, comparing § 25 and avoiding hiatus in 1. 145 ;

most ]\ISS. in 1. 154 have (which may of course have been the reading of1625
in both places), but cdq have .

146. 6e is omitted by df, by Ap Vat., and it is not certain that both these words
should be restored.

153. The restoration is rather short, containing only 16 letters compared with 21 in

the two lines above (1. 154 may be short for special reasons; cf. n.); and may be
inserted before. The loss of it would be easy owing to the hiatus.

154. After ( ; cf. 11. 44~55 ^-^ -^C proceed( SOme MSS.) .
{biaX. . .. ), while of the A group e has only (so Blass) and kl omit the

title as well as the preceding sentence. oVt . . . was deleted by Bekker and
subsequent editors as a gloss, but some retain? as the title. Allow-
ing for a title at the top of Col. iv corresponding to 1. 121, there is certainly not room
for more than 27 lines of continuous text, and there may have been only 26, so that

it is practically certain that the gloss was omitted by 1625, as in A.

187. The papyrus may have had with C, but is unlikely to have
omitted with A.
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11. 54•

. 3^7 5 1^• ^°9•

9. 1 8.

6. 7, 102, 253, 5°^, 949•
6.12?

6. 221.

. 4^•

7. 8.
'ApyeTos 11. 52.

apyipiov . 264, 283, 296, 341, 345•

6. 2; 11. 23 1 ?

*[?^^ 11. 223./^ 11. 174•

13. .
11. 148?^^ 10. 12 2.

12. 38.

11. 84.^ 11. 122 ; 12. 12.

do-e/Seli' 12. 23, 25•''^ 7• 82./ 8-99•' 6. 20, 66.;[ 11. 247•

11. 90•

/^!» 10. 20.

11. 6 2

.

ai'T-c)? 6. 8, 85, 90, 148, 169, 182, 191, 202,

227, 232, [268], [272], 294-5, 299, 326,

379, 503 532, 534, 536; 7. 20, 26, 61,

99, 103, 192, 206, 394; 8. 79, 82; 10.

9, 74, 85, 96, 100, 116?, 123; 11. 59>6,

^
65, 76, 79, 128, 149; 12- 3, ^3, 27.

10. 49 ^

6. ; 12. 30•/ 6. 32.' 11. 1 6 1.

8. II, 5•
6. 36•

6. 89•

"Ayj/avSpos 13. II.

7. 26.

;^ 11. 35-

10. 7 2

.

( 10. 1 24; 11. 4°•

11. 44•

10. 51, §7, ^32; 11• 5°, 69•

(^?) . 493» 62.
6. 132, I4Ij 148, 204.

iSi'a 6. 227.^ 6. 353•
11. 123, 126.( 6. 138, 441 j 10. 33• 125.''; 12.

10, 22.

6. 498 •'*, . 336•

10. 1 35•

10. 4•

/) . 17, 113?, 122, 152, 157, 183, 242,

329, 538, 553- 595 ; 7. 19, 42, 63, 73, 9^,

187, 224, 228; 8. 21, 40, 151; 9• ,'
[10. 5.?]; 11. 46, [5], 55, 58, 84, 66,
239, 389; 12. 12, 28, 35-

ye 7. 59, 162; 8. 42, 100.?; 11. 190.

re(ras) 5-35 ^arg.

10. II.''

6. 43; 11• 8.
6. [156], 205, 262, 359, 378; 7. 25,

63; 8. 2?, ; 10. 3, 96; 11. 69, 9°•

. 535 > 8. 82.

8. 2, 5, 45, 50-

11. 146.8 11. 1 64.

6. 320, 327, 444•

. [7], 13, 41, 47, 85, 6, 143, 55,
[163], 175, 8, 86, 189, [216], 224,

246, 251-2, 255, 257, 26, 266, 295, 39,
324-5, 336, 494, 55, 558; 7. [72], 8,
84, 86, 288, 455; 8. 7, 34, 37, 49, 57;
9. 9, , 31-2, [34], 37 ; 10• 8, [12], 6,
[32], 38, 7, 74, 6, 125, [237], 249 i*;

11• 34-5, 56, 75, 86, 92, 107, 109, III,

127-8, 137, 151, [75]>213, 215, 223,

229, 232, 247, 276, 28; 12. , ,
1 8, 30.88 10. 126.?6 6. 249, 36 ; [7. ]; 9. 14; 12. 7•

dfivos . 1 13 •^ 42 2 .?8 . 143, 219, 38, 335•
6. 1 86.

[7. 102.]

devTfpos 11. 39, (fi&^'"^) 329•

8 . 417 ; 7. 02 ; 8. 48 ; 10. .
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6. 152, 193, 8o3; 11. 32.^ 7. 24.

12. 2.
9. 6.8 [. 2 17•]. 56 ?, 203, 239; 8.28; 10. [6?], 2,8 ; 11. 86, 88, 96.

8. 51 ?8 7. '2 11.

dtayai'a/CTeii' 6. 84•

6. 559•8 7. 82.

5. 32 ,* 10. 66.^ 7. 97•
BiaXvfiv . 333» 56; 11. 128.

bianopflv 11. 166.8( 8. 25•

7. 128.' 10. 93•

6. 242 .'*

7. 23, 62,.
7. 194; 10• 73•

6. 202 ; 8. 42./ 5. 37'" 6• 25 •^ 228, 248, 252, 271,

273, 474; 7. 07?; 10. 213./ 11. 92.

'"' 6. 17, 254, 871 ; 7. 59•
. 553 ^ 10. 2 8 .^ /?

6. 1

1

8, 56, 536. 6. 130.[ . 46, 495•
11. 2 26.?? . 77> 114; 221, 369, 37^, ^^,

859 ; 7. 222.

6. 03 ?, 184, 248.' . 33°•( 7. 14, 23, 3°, 4°, 92•! 7. 285.

«/6. 144, 479•^ 5; 8.7,13; 9• 9•

(;( 10. 134 ?

12. 3•
11. 41, 45, 48, 84.

. 23, 167, 332; (symbol) 9. 31,

[37-8J.€ . 250, 355•
. 348•

6. 1 6, 34, 538 ; 11• 5 1, 85-

. 169, 297, 44°; 11• 3> 6.
6. 2 2 6.;^ 6. 1 58.

. 172.

iai> 6. 47•'; 7. 6; 11. 94; 12. 32.
iaoi {) . 1 6, 8, 1 68, 177, 345, 358 ;

8. 5, 4•
6. 30.

(figure) 11. 232.( 11. 146.

. 256, 26, 269, 296, 315 •^ 335•', 337,
419, 442, 495• 51°; 8. 13, 49, [82]; 11.

9; [12. 32]• 6. 201 ; 11. 3?;
12. 13.

6. 552 ; 12. 28.. [/ 11. 23•
61 6. [5], 123, 224, 226, 230, 250, 296,

301, 351, 355, 494, 52 ; 7• [73], 187,

^
194; 8. 57; 11• 9; 12. 22.

7. 46•

9. 4•
. 252, 322, 344•

ua 6. [4], 124, 141, 145, 149, 154, 68,
174, 194, 20, 244, 246, 251, 256, 277,
284, 327•', 337, 344, 356, 426, 480,
562; 7. 8, 54, 72, 221, 236, 341, 465 ;

8• 9, 49, 53- 57 ; 9-32 ; 10. 5, 59, 87, 93,; 11. 31, 43> 58, 75, 83, 96, 47,
170, 88 ; 12. 15, 7•

(' 10. 33•

5. 31 ; . 93•', 65, [234], 260, [330],
346, 354, 489; 7. 284; 8. 42; 9. 13;
10. 6 ; 11. 224, 226.

7. 191 ; [10. 238.]
11. 227.

. 234.
. 201 .*

7. 95•

, 6. 86, 285; 7. 194; 10. 4, 58; 11-

59, 6; 12. 1 2.

6. 476 ; 9. 9-

10. 74•{ ) 11. 146.

10• 34 •'

eVet 9. 9 ; 10• 103•' 6. 63?, 7^4; 7. 27, 45, 68, 8, 228,

396; 8.36; 9. ; 10. 8. 2, 31, 94•';
11. 59, 79; 12. 18-19. Cf. «/?.

12. 2 7•

5. 47 •'
; 10• 40•

11. 48.

6. 249, 300.

6. 49°•
. 7•
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"? 11. 57.

6. 57•
i\evet\p 7. 344•
'EXeuaiVta 12. 2 I.

11. 212.

10. 59•" 8. 127 ; 10. 24, 8, 192.

eXm's 6. 198.

6. 258, 322.'/^ 9. 7•
eVe. II, 120, [370]; 9. 13; 10. [88], 105;

11• 34, 36, 39>73]> §7, 103, 4> 2-,
129, 213- [219J 229, 232, 28, [302].

evavrios 6. 274, 534•
fveKa 7. 7• evfKev 7. 17; 9^•

iveabe 12. 26.

€Vo;^Xeri/ 6. 263.

ivTtieev 6. 343.
6. 351 ; 10. Ill ?

e|eXa^i/eti/ 11. 1 2 5.€ [6. 343]; 7. 223., 11. 147-

7. 45•
(naiveiv 8. 26.

eVei [6. 163.]

€-«7 6. 13, 34, 155 5 7. 419.
eneira 11. 58, 72•

eVt' 6. 82, 146, 184, 188, 199, 337, 508;
7. 29, 50; 9. lo-ii ; 10. 43 ; 11. 286.

eTTidfiKvCvai 6. 348.
eniKovpos [6. 1 64.]

9. 1 6.

impeveiv 6. 1 56.

10. III?
((> 6. 372.(\ 7. 289, 337•
eniTTjSfios 6. 658.€ 10. 144•'*; H. 82.

fmrpeTTfiv 6. 1 35, 350.
. 267.

6. 244.(- 8. .52 ?€( 6. 207, 719•''

epyoK 5. 31 ; 10. 17•

epetv 6. 224, 329; 7. 66-7; 9. 14; 10. 36;
12.34•

11. 120." 11. 9•
11. 235•

6. 6, 347•

' 6. 346,* 11. 2 45•

6. 246, 257•
htposG. 297-8, 302, 313» 322, 327. 338;

7. 233 ?

fTos 6. 440 ,* 13. passim.

evbaipovfiv . 1 53•

evBmpoveaTfpos 6. 22 0.

evepyeata 6. I 78, 2 1 7.

euepy[6^ 10. 255.\ 8. 47•. 13©.]

11. 87•( 6. 83; 8. 48; 12. 12.€€ 12. 6.

. 200•

8. 6.

6';(6^ 11. 47•' 10. 96.( 11. 78.

6. 41, 198, 232, 297, 504, 553; 7. 44,

59,177.221; 8. 79, [83]; 9- 3I•^[37];
10. 44 ; 11. 63 ; 12. 5•'^ 7. 7; 8. 43•

6. [190], 258, 320, 349, 359•
6. [], 152.

5. 33 ; 7• 8, 26 ; 11• 76, [163]•
)\.\ 5. 29• 8. 83.

^^ 10. 6.
fijTeir 11. 94•

Ca>ypel.v 10. 75•

"76• [196], 228, 298-9, [360], 362; 7.65,
8. , 12 ; 9. 6-7 ; 11• 67, 17; [2^ 6• 276, 506.

10. 2 6 .?, 34 •''

8 6. 982 ; 11. 1 2 5•

11. 246./ 10. 43•

ij/ceti; 6. 13 ''; 8. 4•
6. 1 68.

6. 204•

6. 2 50, 355•^ 6. 33, 93 ?

. 142.

jjptavs 6. 78, 822; (symbol) 9. 36•

? ( said') 8. 37, 49•

10. 95•' 11. 123.

7. 248.

..,68;

[2 46].
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11. I 50.

11. 141.

8. 3, 38, 84-5 ; 10. 7•^ 11. 28 ?' {(0^8 ) 6. 2 49? 3°°•

() . 240, 247, 255, 342?:

{) 7. 219-

11. 89, 95• ^( 11. 74 ? ; 12. 39•

. 238; 7. 6, 96, 472•

13. 2.

. 8.'?? 11. 5•
QpaKfs 11. 2 2 1.

7. 64.

5. 25•

^' [11. 74•]

11. 20.

7. 7^•

/fpeuf 12. 73j 81 .^

11. 59•]€ 7. 8.
[. 144 ]

8. 12.' . 74 •^ 37> 147» 237•7[ 11. 34^.

13. 9•

11. 12 4, 2 7•

7. 241; 11. 72•

11. 54•
tV;(uy 11. 63.[ . 886.' 11. 84." 11. 121, 2 77

•'

. 97•^ 7. 95> 336 ?; 11• 45> 49. ^67.

8. 4^ ', 12. 15•

. 65•. -^ ' 11. 2 1 6. -yop 7. 187 ,*

12. 12. /cat /XTji/ 7. 58•

Kaii/e^i 11. 41, 46-7, 55? 85•

KatH7 11. 56.

Ka'infp 11. 171.

12. 9, II, 24, 32.

(caiVot 6. 118, 321.

5. I 7.\ 6. 483; 10. 57 ; 11. 107.

5. 27, 5© ; 7. 22o; 8. 34; 12. 13.

;(/]' 6. 37©.

7. 8, 171, 192; 9• 6; 11. 8, 22.
KUTayeiv . 90.

/cry•y'f ti" 7. 1 6.
AtaraStKiifit;/ 7. 215•

10. 13^•

11. 79•
KUTaXfyeiv 11. 53•
(caraXetTTfti' 10. 02.^£/ . 208 ; 7. 397•

6. 419?' 7. 9.
10. 23 ?(•( 7. 3°) 43•

*6/);^^ 6. 12, 38, 42, 45, "S? 75•(( 10. 123 •'^

7. 2 2 4•€ 9. 19•

9. .
11. 91.

«eWti/ 6. 38, 235 ; 7. 2 1, 214; [11• 74•]
Kf 11. 7 , 78•

Kfvruv 11. 66.( 7. 2 7•>/ 10. 38, [62].
Kti'6weileii' 10. 7^•^ 6. 346 ; 7. 72•( ) 13. 8./( 11. 102 a.

. 487» 49 1 •

11. 07•
9• 30•'' 6. 379•

6. 6 .?, 43) 1 73•
'(9£ 11. 88.

11. 47•
Kpartvoy 11. 36.

[6. 1 39•]
11. 32.

7. 2 20.

. 44•
KTiVts• 11. 214•

9. 27-8, 33~4•
[10. 65.]

Kupieveiv 7. 85.

7. 119•''

AaKeoai/ztirtoi 8. 3•
6. 79? 227, 298, [302], 339;' U•

266./^ 11. 70, 172.

11. 7°•
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\ty(iv . 30?, 41?, 43-4; . 79, 131, i82,

340; 7. 47. 95. 193, 290, 336?; 8. 4,

[84]; 10. 7; 11. 37, 39, 55. 89, [120].

122, 175, 240 ; 12. 10, 17.

XfiTovpyelv 7. 2.
13. .

7. 335•\! 10. 20 ?

. 146, 49•[ 11. 251.! 10. .
7. 28, 6, 6, 287•; . 176.

6. 36, 79. ^S^. 15°. 211, 26 ?, 222.! 11. 34. 30•

11. 1 7 2 ?/ 11. 67.

. 37 1•

7. 27•
6. 253, 272, 367. 374, 376, 380, 436,

[438], 477, 700-, 828, 850.

ya . 328 ; 8. 78 ; 9. 29, 3°, 33 ; 10• 25,

269?; 11• 138, 64• € 6. 28 ; 8.

44; 10. 23 5 11. 63.( 11. 2 2 2.

11. 95•

6. 194 ?

() 11. 6
; ((5) 11. 7•

7. 85•€ 6. 2 2 2.

/ 6. > 39, 5• 122, 149, 152, 174, 184,

[227], 256, 30, 322, 338, 377. 5^2, 554 ;

7. 73. 8, 176?, 183, 94. 288; 9. 2;
10. 8, 19, 58, 71, 84. 2, 123: 11. 9°.

[109], 112, 124; 12. 6.
11. 4•
. 157 ; 9• 35•/ 6. 8, 35-6, 76, 187, 26; 10. 42;

12. 4, 7 ?€ 11. 219?
6. 203•

6. 54•

7 . 124, 225, 230, 243, 251, 296, S^J
487; 7. 88, 163, 222, 445; 10• 126.^ 7. 447•

6. 545 ; 7• 43•

7. 3^•

/X7JI/ 7. 58.

6. 3 ' 9•

'/ [11. 173?]
10. 130.

9. 34• Cf• ^'**"'•;? 10. 39•

11. 57•

6. 332 ?/ 6. 248 ; 9. 36.

11. 12 8.

10. 137; 12• 20. 6. 23, 243;

277, 536; 7. 163; 11. 97•
8. .

15. 099•

5. 45•

Na^iot 11. 219 ?

10. , Ig•

i/aCf 6. 369, 387 ; 10• 73, 98, 267 ?

12. .
5. 33; 7. 8, 26.
10. 46.^ 12. 4•

6. 7•
8. 49; 10• 94•

6. 12 8.

wi/ 5. 30; 6. 181; 7. 80; 11. 30; 12. 34•

. 13, 194, 233, 257, 804.

/^^. 105, 115?

2eiO/f[Xi;sJ 6. 8.

6. 1 68; 11. 236.

6. ( 9. 3• ^ . 256.

ciySoof 9. 35•

11. 127•' 11. 272.

£;(9€' 7. 28; [10. 36.]( 6. 193 ; 8• 37 ; 12• 69 ?

6. 337•
6. 44; 7. 57= 84•

6. 95•
6. 43° J

9• 15 ; 10• 26. nep 8. 3•^ 6. II, 36, 6, 163, 85•
oKVflv 6. 317. 335•

6. 361 ; 11. 1 66." 11. .
7. 2 24 ; 11• ^49•' 7. 284•

7. 1 6.

6. 1 98. 7. 33 H• 35•
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^/ 6.. 95, 685 ; 7. i86.' 11. 121.

6. I Bo.

12. 1 6.6€ 6. 138, 140.

lO.'lOp.

7. 247•. 266; 7. 8i; 9. 11-12; 10. 197; 11. 76.

6. 870.6( [. 9•]
11. 28.

op^toi {opeios ) 11. 8.
6. 1 8 6.

o/joy 11. 124.

o's 5. 30; 6. 31, [45]> i84r 207, 233, (536);
7. 90, 184?, 220, 334; 8• 46; 10. [9],

25, 46, 2; 12. II. Cf. .
OS. ^ ' 0J 8. 37-' 12. 7•

6. 234; 10. 58; 11. 184.€ 7. 79•

6. 357, 36, 363 \ 7. 2 ; 8. 42.

. 26. Cf./.
6 . 271, 329; 7. 230; 11. 65.

. 149, 194, 481 ; 7. 24; 8. 83; 10. 8,

[33]; 11-38, , [5]; [12. 30.]

, , 5. 28, 4° ; 6. 83, 325, 378, 50,
504, 552-3, 63 ; 7. 40; 8. 37; 9. 9,

14; 11. 45, 5, 58, , 66, 197, 239?;
12. 5, 12, 17, 28, 3.
10. .

(symbol) 9. 37•

oiibapcus 7. 17.( 6. 14, [57], 172, 198, 203, 264, 294,

919; [12.6?]
oibils 6. [123], 171, 175; 7. 465; 11. 60;

12. 29, 37•
oibenore 7. 54, 56, 112.€€ 6. 2 2.

oiiSeVepo? 7. 5; 8. 20.8 8. 2 2.

5. 2 4•

7. 9•
8. 15.

. 220, 475, 493 ; 7. 212, 341 ; 8. 82

;

9. 33• ^' °^^ 12. 8. 6. 149 •^

338; 9. 12 ; 11. 112.

. [9], 29, 245, 208.€ 6. 32, 43-4, 177, 179, 263; 7. 8, 24,

92, 94, 237, 239; 8. 2, 27; 11. 59, 6.

. 5, 32,43, 76, 8, 135,, 44, 7,
223, 225, 229, 259, [26], 340, 354 383,

489, 555, 558, 596 .^ 848; 7. , 56, 62,

65, 67, 69, 79, 83, 89, 93, 99, 125, 214,

23; 8.53; 9•3; 11-42, 69, [73], 76,83,

86, [8], 8, 67, 225; 12. 2, 3,9, 37 •^

71. { 5. 39 ; 6. 242, 349, 357, 36,
48; 7. 63; 8. 48; 11. 33,56, 115, 124,

65, 302.

11. 48.

7. 86.

8. 46./ 11. 1

1

8.

6. 492.
5. 28 ? ; 11. 59, 163.

. 368.

11. 102, [176].

6. 15^ ?

. 79, 173, 26, 296, 298, 302, 315,

38, 327, [338], 537; 7. 45, 47, 65-8,

205; 10- 2; 11. 38, 87; 12. 19, 2.[ 6. 21, 532; 10. 211.8( 12. 33-

10. 56.

6. ^.
6. 4.58 ?€ 1. 6?, 1 75•

7. 69.

6. 358•

10. 69.

10. 6.
5. 22 ?

10. 37•

7. 223.

6. 1 66, 1 70, 464.

11. 93•

11. 2 2 6.

6. 473•'*

11. 2 43 •''

7. 4 ^ 3 *

11. 2 24 ?

Tras• . 193, 241, [299?]; 7. 21, 421.^. 351, 354; 7. 88.

11. 129.

-7 8. 39; H• 108, II 3.

6. 58.
6. 1 88.

TTfi'^itc 6. 169, 257; 12. 33•^ Q. II.
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10. 2 28.

€\|/• 11. 125.

[. 165]; 7- 289•

11. 52•
(([ 11. 39•
weVre 11. 35•

6. 22 ; 10. 66.

. nep 8. 3•

. 40-, 177' 179' ^^->

3.^4, 336, 352, 649 ; 7. 401, 4,

24», [281].

TTtpitivai 9. 2 1.

nepifpyos 6. 276.' 6. 947 ^

6. 345•
10. 7•

10. 44> [64]•• 11. 1 62, 1 76.

•, . 690 ?

11. 8.
(9; 7. 8, 94, 173' 236.

6. 40•

. 472 ?' 11. 3•
. 37••^ 6. 823.

. 153» 72 5•

nXoOrot 11. 36.

7. 4•
. 64, 192, 219, 275 •^ 287, 442; 7.

49, 392; 11. 6, 77; 12- 8, -
11. 9•/ 11. 102 a.

6/^;( [6. 8.]

/xf 41/ 11. 7 •

6. 1 87, 5^3 ) 10• 97•

[11. 2.]? . 142, 189; 7. 287; 8. 58; 10. 19,

2 1, [57]•

6. 9) 201.

6. 33' 71. [62], 26, 265, 544; 7.

86; 10. 7°"!' °' 1°^; 11• 49•

. 470.
8. 4°•^'' 11. 57' 6^•

TTore . 858 ; 10. 2 ; 11. 169.

8. 7) II ; U• 168.5/ . 139, 286, 433; 10• 126?

. 851 ; 10. 22, 94•
. 137' 231, 259; 7. 23, 242.

.•
. 250, 26 1.

6. 256 ; 7. 86.' 10. 12.

7. 4^5 ^

6. 354•
. 45•

7. 2 2.

11. 96.' . 86, 237, [241J, 338, [389], 457,

46, 563; 7. 15, (9), 25, 6, 69, [98],

[209], 394; 8. 45, [83]; 10. 31, 5°, 67,

98, 129; 11• 5 ?

5. 38.

6. 48?
11. 73•

7. 103•

7. 19» 8. , 4•
7. 79 ?

7 ^
12. 15• 6. 121 ; 11. 265./? 11. 37®•'^

[10. 62.
J

11. 195, 3°6.

10. 1 16 .?/ 6. 1 9. 1 23.

6. 75• '

5. 41 ; . 321, 344, 538; 7. 73;
11. 94•

5. 42-

5. 49 ^

8. 2,

12. 9•

»7 11. 82.

11. 66.] 10. 88.

11. 44, 48•

6. 384•
/fCpos 10. 46•

10. 27 •'» 7. 238 ?

70;^6' 10. 5•
11. 6, 112, 7•
7. 2 86." 11. 169.() 10. 64.
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arpareveiv 6. 189 ; 11. 248.•^ 10. 39.

10. 85.

10. 1 1 4 ?[ 10. 136.

10. 44•

6. 23 1.

11. 09•
Q. 94•' 6. 3 ?> 20,5 J 7. 331 ?

/:3'€' 6. 28.

6. 486?
10. 42•

10. 6.
7. 2.

8. 8 ; 11. 146; 12. . ? 6. 35> ^34)

43-4> 50, 152, 73. 207, 220, 228, 234,

241, 328, 342, 371, 373 ?, 537, 554> 923 5

7. 159; 12. 34•

6. 8, 121, 155, 200.

6. 316 ?8 6. 3^3•

6. 39, 45. 1 2 7.'[ 7. 1

1

8./ 10. 65.

[11. 50•]

6. 349, 419•

;^€/ . 241., 8. 6, 93, ^S^•
6. 352; 7. 32, 7^ ?, 6. 92 ?, 737 ?, 7^1 ?

7. 102, 1 85•

/rof 6. 3°, 17•
TO^tf 7. 60.

6. 475•
re . [167], 259 ; 7. ; 10. .

6. 95•
6. 328 ; 7. 212.

11. 93•
TfXeiw 12. II, 19, 26, 36.

TeXeos 6. 20 ?

66)7 12. 27.€[ 6. 577•
TtKos 6. 170.{) 9-31•. TtT. . 184•( 10. 68

J
11. 33•

11. 31.

7. 2 88.

7. ,53•

11. 59 {feKfv), 92,

Tt'juaioi 9. 13•

Tt/xij . 14, 7^ ; 10. 23.

7. 89.

Wf 5. 26.̂ • 6. 2 25, 2 28, (349), 357, 36.
362, 417; 7. 63, 97-8?, 105, 212: [10.

6, 237]; 11• 146.

"f 6• 351, 477, 494, 499, 694; 7. 89, 187;
10. 229; 11• 65, 84, 94•

6. 34, 76, 3, 368, 377, 3^3•
toioiJtos . 20, 174, 183, 5^5; 8. 28, 42-3,

173; 9• 15; 12. 29.^ 7. 15, 3°, 41, 93•
TOKOS 6. 3 2, 3^4•

6. 2 00, 432•
ToVoflO. 135, 138•

6. 347 J 10• ^6.

Tore . 197, 231 ; 10. 6 ; 11. 65.

8. 53•(€\0. .
11. 1

1

6.

6. 247• ' ''. 6• 82, 12 2, 6.
6. 1 64.

Tptvpapxi 6. 724•

11. .?
. 5^6./«/ 6. 42, 68 ; 10. 121, 178.

-rhn 6. 350.

11. [6], , [6].€ . ^7. 20. 1^8.

11. [lObJ, , [HOj.
Q. 37, 20, 158, 92, 199, 5^°•

imip 6. 238, 555; 7. 184, 333; 8. 35;
11. 389.
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6. [6], 82, 258, 313, [38]; 7. 412;
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10. 3^.;( 11. 67.'. 11. 1 68.

7• 283.

Xcipts 6. 172, [216].
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6. 351•

€ 6. 329•

;^ 7. 27.

X>>i?s 7. 57 ?

. 343•^ 6. 6, [67], 488; 11. 68.
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11. 30.^ 6. 45•
10. 7.[ 6. 762.

10. 24•

6. 139, 235. 388•[ 6. 79 1•
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Abas 30, 38.

abbreviations 22,95,97, 129-

30, 147, 189.

Academic school 94.

Achaeus 146.

Acrocorinthus 32.

Acusilaus 127-8, 14 1-3.

Aeschines 209-10.

Aeschines Socraticus 88-90,

118.

Agatharchides iii, 142.

Alcibiades 88-90.

Alcmaeon, archon 154.

Alexandria 151.

Alexandrian librarians 1 30- 1

.

Alexion 132.

amnesty in 403 b. c. 50.

{a) English and Latin.

Anaschetus 78, 87.

Andreas 109.

Apollo 128, 143.

Apollodorus 90, 93.
Arad 25.

archons 154.

Arclinus 128, 145-6.

Argives 27, 30, 102.

Aristarchus 129, 131.

Aristides 151•

Aristodemus loi, 107, 112,

118-19, 122.

Aristophanes 1 28-9,146, 165.

Aristophanes of Byzantium

1 30-1.

Artabanus 102, 112, 118,

124-5.

Artaxerxes 99, 102, 106,

II 8-1 9, 124-5.

Asclepiades of Myrlea 1 30.

Athenians 107, 126.

Augustus 1 50- 1.

Bacchylides 27-9.
Barbari Excerpta Latina

154-5•
Bellerophon 45.

Bithynia 150-1.

Boges 120.

book-form in papyri 6, 8, 10,

12, 15, 19,21,155-6, 162,

165, 168.

Boreas 145.

Bucolic poets 169.
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Byzantium 100, 120.

Cadmus 31.

Caeneus 127-8, 130-3, 142.

Caesar-worship 148-51.
Callisthenes 105, 107,122-3.

Callistratus 132.

Caria loo-i.

Carthage 51.

Cerberus 28, 31.

Chamaeleon 129, 147.

Charippus 75, 87.

Charon of Lampsacus 99.

Cimon 99-102, 107-8, no,
112, 120-1, 126.

Clidicus, archon 155.

Clitarchus 105, 118.

comedy 127, 130-2, 140-1.

contractions i, 3, 7, 8, 10, 15,

19, 22, 24-5.

Corinth 27, 32, 45.

Crantor 95.

Cratea 46.

Cratinus, 127, 141.

Cratippus 105, 109, 112.

critical marks 90, 129, 167,

187, 190.

Criton 78, 87.

Ctesias 105, 112, 125.

Cyprus 100, 102, 104, 106-7,

112, 122.

dactylo-epitritic metre 28,

31-2, 41-3.
Decelea 70.

Demeter 149-50.
Democritus 94-6.
dialect, Doric 128, 143, 169,

177-9; Ionic 95, 127-8,

143, 181-2, 187-9.
Didymus 129, 132, 148.

digressions 107, 110,112-13,
118.

Dinon 99, 105, 118, 125.

Dio Cassius 149-51.
Diodorus 98-113, 118-25,

DionysiuS 6 1 3 2.

Dionysus 27, 29-31, 39, 40.

Dioxippus 75, 87.

dithyrambs 27-9.

drachmae 97.

Eion 100,107, 109, 112,120.

Eleusinian mysteries 149.

emendations confirmed (i)

Aeschines 209 ; (2) Her-
mas 15; (3) Plato 200;

(4) Theocritus 170; (5)
Thucydides 191, 194.

Empedocles 94-6.

Ephorus 99-102, 105-13,
118-25.

Epicurus 54-6.

Eratosthenes 129-32, 146.

Euboea lOO-i, 126.

Eudorus 95.

Euripides, \\( 6 tia

12 8, 143 ; Orestes

163-4.

Eurymedon 100-2. 106,

110-12, 122.

Eusebius 154.

festival at Olympus 31.

Frontinus 101, 107, 112, 122.

Geta 45-6.

Gorgons 30, 38-9.

Harmonia 31, 44.

Harpocration 48, 51, 73, 77.

Hellanicus 129, 147.
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Helots 102.

Heracles 28, 40, 145.

Heraclides 105, 107, 118.

Hermas papyri 1 5.

Hermippus, lapeius 128,

130, 145•

Herodicus 132.

Herodotus 100, 109, 11 2-1 3,

119-20, 181-2.

hiatus 107, I20, 179, 210,

213-15•
Hippocrates 97.

Hippolytus 19.

Hippotherses 48-50.

homilies 21-5.

homoioteleuton 7, 15, 18.

horse-worship 151.

Hyperides 75-8.

Ion, Oviphale 128-9, 145.

Isocrates 108.

Jerome 154.
'

judges at contests 127, 141.

Julius Caesar 150-1.

Justin 102, 107, 109, 112,

i20j 124.

Lamprocles 129, 131, 146-7.

Lasus 27, 41-2.

Latin versions 2. 4, 6, 10-12,

15•

liquid measures 95, 97-8.

loan, action concerning 51.

logaoedic metre 28, 30.

Lycia 129.

Lycomedes 100, 121.

Lycophron 75-7, 86.

Lycurgus 75-6, loi.

Lysias 48-50.

.'^^, Bacchae 127, 129,

141.

Lysithides 118, 126.

Manto 143.

Marcellinus 128, 144-5.

Men 151.

Menander 45-6.

metres 28, 30-3. 41-3•

metrology 95, 97-^.

Miltiades 108.

mina 95, 98.

mirrors 94-5.
miscellanies 132.

Mithridates 124-5.

Mnaseas 128, 130-1, 145.

Muses 30.

Naxians 129.

Nepos 118, 122.

Nicaea 149-51.

Nicomedia 150.

Odysseus 129.

Oeniadae 199.

Olympia 87.

Olympus 31.

Omphale 145.

Orestes 147.

Orthagoridae 109-13.
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Pallas, ode to 128-33.
Pamphila 132.

parents and children 89.

Parians 129.

Passion, the 19.

Paul, epistles of St. 12.

Pausanias 100.

Pelasgians 100, 120-1, 126.

Pelops 145.

Pentecontaetia 9S-113.

Penthesilea 128, 145-6.

Perseus 30, 38-9.

Persians 99-102, 105-6,

121-5.

Phanias 118.

Phanodemus loi, 105.

Pherendates 10 r, 106, 123.

Phorcys 30, 38.

Phrjnichus 129, 131, 146.

Pindar, Dithyrajnhs 27-32;
Olympiati odes 155—7.

Plato 88, 90, 94-5, 199-201.

Plutarch 43, 89, 99, loo-r,

105-7, 109, 112, 118,

120-2.

Polemarchus 49, 68.

Polemon 128, 130-1, 144-5.
Pollux 77.

Polyaenus 102, 107, 111-12,

122.

Polybius 107.

Poseidon 127.

Ptolemaeus 129.
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28, 45.

86.
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10; Plato 199-201
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Thucydides 190.

Rufus 133.

schema Pindaricum 42.
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Aristophanes, Plutus 165,

167-8; Herod, iii 180,

187-9.

Scyros 100, 106, 120, 126.

Seleucus 132.

Semele 31.

Sicyon 109.

sigma in lyrics 41-2.

Simonides 27, 129.

Socrates 88-90.

speeches in Thucydides ii

194.

Stephanus son of Thucydides

128, 144-5•
Stesichorus 28, 129.

Stobaeus 95, 200.

Strabo 41-2, 131.

Suidas 77, 130-2, 162-3.

symbols 95, 129.

Syncellus 154.

Thebans 27, 31.

Themistocles 88-9, 99,

106-7, iio-ii, 118-20,

125-6.

Theocritus 169-70.

{b) Greek.

fyyovos 145•^ 76, 86.

fSiKaifivTo 182, 187.

ft(I 94—6.

75—^•€ 1 8.

epKOS 39.

f 25•€ 28, 39.

142., 1 82, 188.

98.

96.

Theodectes, Orestes 129, 147•
Theomnestus () 48, 50-1,

73; (2) 75,87.
Theophilus 76.

Theophrastus 127, 130, 141.

Theopompus 105, 107-9,

111-13, 122-3.

Theozotides 51, 71, 73.

Thersippus, archon 155.

Theseus 100, 107, 121, 126.

Thirty tyrants 49-50.
Thracians 129.

Thrasonides 45-6.

Thucydides (i) the historian

98-100, 102, 106-7, 109-

13, 118-22, 128, 144-5.

190-1, 194, 196-8; (2)

the politician 128, 144-5 >

(3) the Pharsalian 128,

144-5•
Tithraustes 123.

Tobit 1-4.

vellum codices i, 23, 163,

194, 197.

women 25.

Xenophon 113.

Xerxes 99, 102, 106-7, 118-

19, 126.

Zeno of Citium 131.

143•
Kepavvtiv 23.? 41.

144.

«'? 95, 97•

97•
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I 82.

42.

43•
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EGYPT EXPLORATION FUND

GRAECO-ROMAN BRANCH.

EGYPT EXPLORATION FUND, ivhich has conducted Archaeological research

in Egypt since 1882, in 1897 started a special department, called the Graeco-Roman

Branch, for the discovery and publication of remains of classical antiquity and early

Christianity in Egypt.

The Graeco-Roman Branch issues annual volumes, each of about 250 quarto pages, with

facsimile plates of the more important papyri, under the editorship of Profs. Grenfell and

Hunt.

A subscription of One Guinea to the Graeco-Roman Branch entitles subscribers to the anyiual

volume, and to attendance at the Funds lectures in London a)id elsewhere. A donation <?/ £25

constitutes life membership. Subscriptions may be sent to the Honorary Treasurers—for

England, Mr. J. Grafton Milne, 13 Tavistock Square, London, W.C. i ; andfor America,

Mr. Chester I. Campbell, 503 Tremont Temple, Boston, Mass.

PUBLICATIONS OF THE EGYPT EXPLORATION FUND.

MEMOIRS OF THE FUND.

I. THE STORE CITY OF PITHOM AND THE ROUTE OF THE EXODUS.
For 1883-4. By Edouard Naville. Thirteen Plates and Plans. {Foiirtli and Revised

Edition.') 25J.

. TANIS, Part I. For 1884-5. By W. M. Flinders Petrie. Eighteen Plates

and two Plans. {Second Edition.') 25J.

HI. NAUKRATIS, Part I. For 1885-6. By W. M. Flinders Petrie. With

Chapters by Cecil Smith, Ernest A. Gardner, and Barclay V. Head. Forty-four Plates

and Plans. {Second Edition.') 2^s.

IV. GOSHEN AND THE SHRINE OF SAFT-EL-HENNEH. For 1886-7.

By Edouard Naville. Eleven Plates and Plans. {Second Edition.) 255.

V. TANIS, Part II; including TELL DEFENNEH (The Biblical ' Tahpanhes
')

and TELL NEBESHEH. For 1887-8. By W. M. Flinders Petrie, F. Ll. Griffith,

and A. S. Murray. Fifty-one Plates and Plans. 25^.

VI. NAUKRATIS, Part II. For 1888-9. By Ernest A. Gardner and F. Ll.

Griffith. Twenty-four Plates and Plans. 25J.

VII THE CITY OF ONIAS AND THE MOUND OF THE JEW. The

Antiquities of Tell-el-Yahudiyeh. An Extra Volume. By Edouard Naville and

F. Ll. Griffith. Twenty-six Plates and Plans. 25^.

R



VIII. BUBASTIS. For 1889-90. By Edouard Naville. Fifty-four Plates. 25^.

IX. TWO HIEROGLYPHIC PAPYRI FROM TANIS. An Extra Volume.
Containing THE SIGN PAPYRUS (z. Syllabary). By F. Li.. Griffith. THE
GEOGRAPHICAL PAPYRUS (an Almanac). By W. M. Flinders Petrie. With
Remarks by Heinrich Brugsch. i^Out ofprint.)

X. THE FESTIVAL HALL OF OSORKON II (BUBASTIS). For 1 890-1.
By Edouard Naville. Thirty-nine Plates. 25^.

XI. AHNAS EL MEDINEH. For 1891-2. By Edouard Naville. Eighteen
Plates. And THE TOMB OF PAHERI AT EL KAB. By J. J. Tylor and>. Ll.
Griffith. Ten Plates. 25^.

XIL DEIR EL BAHARI, Introductory. For 1892-3. By Edouard Naville.
Fifteen Plates and Plans. 255.

XIII. DEIR EL BAHARI, Part L For 1893-4. By Edouard Naville. Plates
I-XXIV (three coloured) with Description. Royal folio. 301.

XIV. DEIR EL BAHARI, Part IL For 1894-5. By Edouard Naville. Plates
XXV-LV (two coloured) with Description. Royal folio. 30J.

XV. DESH.\SHEH. For 1895-6. By W. M. Flinders Petrie. Photogravure and
other Plates. 255.

XVI. DEIR EL BAHARI, Part III. For 1896-7. By Edouard Naville. Plates
LVI-LXXXVI (two coloured) with Description. Royal folio. 30J.

XVII. DENDEREH. For 1897-8. By W. M. Flinders Petrie. Thirty-eight Plates.

25^. (Extra Plates of Inscriptions. Forty Plates. loi.)

XVIII. ROYAL TOMBS OF THE FIRST DYNASTY. For 1898-9. By W. M.
Flinders Petrie. Sixty-eight Plates. 25^.

XIX. DEIR EL BAHARI, Part IV. For 1899- 1900. By Edouard Naville.
Plates LXXXVII-CXVIII (two coloured) with Description. Royal folio. 30i.

XX. DIOSPOLIS PARVA. An Exira Volume. By W. M. Flinders Petrie.
Forty-nine Plates. {Out ofprint^

XXI. THE ROYAL TOMBS OF THE EARLIEST DYNASTIES, Part II. For
1 900-1. By . . Flinders Petrie. Sixty-three Plates. 25^•. (Thirty-five extra
Plates, lOi.)

XXIL ABYDOS, PartL For 1 901-2. By W. M. F. Petrie. Eighty-one Plates. 25^.

XXIII. EL AMRAH AND ABYDOS. An Extra Volume. By D. Randall-MacIver,
A. C. Mace, and F. Ll. Griffith. Sixty Plates. 255•.

XXIV. ABYDOS, Part II. For 1902-3. By W. M. F. Petrie. Sixty-four Plates. 25^.

XXV. ABYDOS, Part III. An Extra Volume. By C. T. Currelly, E. R. Ayrton,
and A. E. P. Weigall, &c. Sixty-one Plates. 255•.

XXVI. EHNASYA. For 1903-4. By W. M. Flinders Petrie. Forty-three Plates. 25J.
(ROxMAN EHNASYA. Thirty-two extra Plates. 10s.)

XXVII. DEIR EL BAHARI, Part V. For 1904-5. By Edouard Naville.
CXIX-CL Avith Description. Royal folio. 30^.

XXVIII. THE ELEVENTH DYNASTY TEMPLE AT DEIR EL BAHARI,
For 1905-6. By Edouard Naville and H. R. Hall. Thirty-one Plates. 25J.

XXIX. DEIR EL BAHARI, Part VI. For 1906-7. By Edouard Naville.
CLI-CLXXIV (one coloured) with Description. Royal folio. 30^.

XXX. THE ELEVENTH DYNASTY TEMPLE AT DEIR EL BAHARI, Part II.

For 1907-8. By Edouard Naville. Twenty-four Plates. 25J.

XXXI. PRE-DYNASTIC CEMETERY AT EL MAHASNA. For 1908-9. By
E. R. Ayrton and W. L. S. Loat. 255.

XXXII. THE ELEVENTH DYNASTY TEMPLE AT DEIR EL BAHARI, Part.
For 1909-10. By Edouard Naville, H. R. Hall, and C. T. Currelly. Thirty-six

Plates. 25..

XXXIII. CEMETERIES OF ABYDOS, Part I. For 19 10-11.
T. E. Peet, and H. R. Hall. 25^.

XXXIV. CEMETERIES OF ABYDOS, Part II. For 1911-12.

XXXV. CEMETERIES OF ABYDOS, Part III. For
and \V. L. S. Loat. 255.

XXXVI. INSCRIPTIONS FROM SINAI, Part L For 191 3-14. By A. H. Gardiner
and T. E. Peet. 35J.

Plates

Part I.

Plates

By Edouard Naville,

By T. E. Peet.

19 1 2-13. By T. E.

2 5i.

Peet



ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY. .

Edited by F. Ll. Griffith.

I. BENI HASAN, Part I. For 1 890-1. By Percy E. Newberry. With Plans
by G. W. Fraser. Forty-nine Plates (four coloured). {Out ofprint.)

II. BENI HASAN, Part II. For 189 1-2. By Percy E. Newberry. With Appendix,
Plans, and Measurements by G. W. Fraser. Thirty-seven Plates (two coloured). 25^.

III. EL BERSHEH, Part I. For 1892-3. By Percy E. Newberry. Thirty-four

Plates (two coloured"). 25J.

IV. EL BERSHEH, Part II. For 1893-4. By F. Ll. Griffith and Percy E.
Newberry. With Appendix by G. W. Fraser. Twenty-three Plates (two coloured). 25^.

V. BENI HASAN, Part III. For 1894-5. By F. Ll. Griffith. (Hieroglyphs,
and manufacture, &c., of Flint Knives.) Ten coloured Plates. 25J•.

VI. HIEROGLYPHS FROM THE COLLECTIONS OF THE EGYPT
EXPLORATION FUND. For 1895-6. By F. Ll. Griffith. Nine coloured Plates. 25J.

VII. BENI HASAN, Part IV. For 1896-7. By F. Ll. Griffith. (Illustrating

beasts and birds, arts, crafts, &c.) Twenty-seven Plates (twenty-one coloured). 25J.

VIII. THE MASTABA OF PTAHHETEP AND AKHETHETEP AT
SAQQAREH, Part I. For 1897-S. By Norman de G. Davies and F. Ll. Griffith.
Thirty-one Plates (three coloured). 25^•.

IX. THE MASTABA OF PTAHHETEP AND AKHETHETEP, Part II.

For 1898-9. By N. DE G. Davies and F. Ll. Griffith. Thirty-five Plates. 255.

X. THE ROCK TOMBS OF SHEIKH SAID. For 1 899-1 900. By N. de G.
Davies. Thirty-five Plates. 25^.

XL THE ROCK TOMBS OF DEIR EL GEBRAWI, Part I. For 1900-1. By
N. DE G. Davies. Twenty-seven Plates (two coloured). 25J•.

XII. DEIR EL GEBRAWI, Part II. For 1901-2. By N. de G. Davies. Thirty

Plates (two coloured). 25^.

XIII. THE ROCK TOMBS OF EL AMARNA, Part I. For 1902-3. By N. deG.
Davies. Forty-one Plates. 25J.

XIV. EL AMARNA, Part II. For 1903-4. By N. de G. Davies. Forty-seven Plates. 25^.

XV. EL AMARNA, Part III. For 1904-5. By N. de G. Davies. FortyPlates. 25i.

XVI. EL AMARNA, Part IV. Fori 905-6. By N. de G. Davies. Forty-five Plates. 25^.

XVII. EL AMARNA, Part V. For 1906-7. By N. de G. Davies. Forty-four Plates. 25^.

XVIII. EL AMARNA, Part VI. For 1907-8. By N. de G. Davies. Forty-four Plates. 25J.

XIX. THE ISLAND OF MERGE. By
J.

W. Crowfoot, and MEROITIC
INSCRIPTIONS, Part I. For 1908-9. By F. Ll. Griffith. Thirty-five Plates. 25^.
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